What were Healey’s orders? 


It is a sign of the woolliness of the 
times that every fresh ‘budget’ being prepared 
by the Chancellor of the Exchequer is awaited 
as if it were going to mark a vital milestone 
in Britain’s economic destiny. Of course it 
never does because a budget does not consti- 
tute a new economic policy; it consists only 
of a periodic adjustment of figures within 
the framework of an existing policy. 

Because Britain needs a new economic 
policy, and not just a succession of new 
budgets, Mr. Healey’s latest attempt at a 
budget offers, predictably, no prospect of 
any relief from our troubles. 

The purpose of the budget was of 
course understood by all; it was to secure 
Britain a $3.9 billion loan from the Inter- 
national Monetary Fund. Ordinarily, one 
would have supposed that complementary to 
this purpose would be that of setting the 
British economy on a recovery course — for, 
after all, isn’t that what the heads of the 
IMF want to see? We were therefore fed 


beforehand with a lot of tales about the 
budget having to contain the seeds of 
national economic recovery in order that the 
IMF men might agree to the loan. 

As it is, the budget contains no such 
thing. A few items of public expenditure, 
totalling £1,016 million, have been cut — 
including, naturally, defence. Cigarettes, 
alcohol and a number of items of food will 
go up in price. £500 million of the Govern- 
ment share in BP is to be sold — and will no 
doubt be bought mostly by foreigners, thus 
further reducing British control of the 
British oil industry. Government support of 
industrial training colleges is to be reduced 
by £10 million — just at a time when Britain 
is pitifully behind her main competitors in 
this field. 

The real policies needed to put Britain 
on her feet: the restoration of proper work 
incentives, as well as incentives to invest- 
ment; greater national self-sufficiency; an 
end to the overmanning of industry; the 
modernisation of our trade union rules and 
structure; proper control of money issue — 
none of these have been followed to any 
worthwhile degree. 

Why then has the IMF loan been 
granted? Patrick Hutber in the Sunday 
Telegraph touched the pinnacle of naivity 
when he said that it was because the IMF 
was “‘almost too humane”. A much more 
likely answer lies in the fact that the whole 
idea that that institution is in business to 
help the economies of nations is a myth. In 
fact the purpose of the IMF is to destroy the 
whole foundation of national economy in 
order that all may be merged into an inter- 
national economy. 

No doubt the IMF did make certain 
conditions to the British Government before 
agreeing to the latest gigantic loan but they 
were not the sort of conditions speculated 
upon by the Press as being concerned with 
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HEALEY WITH BUDGET 
Whose budget? 


policies for recovery; much more likely were 
they conditions which will amount to 
increasing control of the British economy. 
Did the selling off of the BP oil shares 
form part of them? We will wait and see. 


So what’s new? 


The Northern Ireland ‘peace move- 
ment’ has recently enjoyed much publicity. 
It has become one of the darlings of the 
mass media. Its representatives have been 
feted in several of the capitals of Europe. It 
has received large donations of foreign 
money. Several leading clerics have appeared 
on its marches. It has received the public 
backing of a number of ‘show-biz’ person- 
alities — a breed of people always on the 
lookout for ‘in’ causes through which to 
obtain a bit of self-advertisement. 

These facts alone would suggest that in 
times such as we live in this movement should 
be regarded with great circumspection by 
those dedicated to the British interest. 
However, another, very fundamental, ques-: 
tion should be asked about the ‘Peace 
Movement’: just what does it hope to 
achieve? 

The violence in Northern Ireland has 
never at any time been due to a lack of the 
wish on the part of ordinary people for 
peace, so by rallying such people and stirring 
them up into a state of high-pitched emotion 
in the cause of ‘peace’ Mrs. Williams and 
Mrs. Corrigan are offering a prescription that 
contains nothing at all new. It is almost an 
insult to the intelligence of us all to imply, 
as this movement does, that peace is not an 
object which nearly everyone has recog- 
nised as desirable from the very beginning. 

The violence in Northern Ireland was 
not initiated, nor has it been sustained, by 
masses of ordinary people oblivious of the 
need for peace; it was initiated, and has for 
the main part been sustained, by the IRA. 
Peace will be achieved when the IRA is 
smashed and eliminated, not before, not 
unless. 


‘Emotive rallies will not achieve this 
object; it will only be achieved by efficient 
and ruthless action on the part of the security 
forces, backed by the will of a resolute 
government. 

In the meantime, cries for ‘peace’ will 
not drive away the issue that divides Northern 
Ireland: that of whether it will remain 
British or be annexed by the Irish Republic. 
The majority wishes it to remain British. 
Therefore our task is clear cut: we must put 
permanently out of action those who are 
determined by violent means to thwart the 
will of the majority. 

So what purpose is all this big ‘peace’ 
extravaganza really intended to serve? Is it 
quite as innocent as it is made to appear? 
Are Mesdames Williams and Corrigan, like 
Mrs. Dutt-Pauker, just ordinary housewives 
with no political axe to grind? Who stands 
behind them? Who funds them? Who are 
their publicists? Whence come all the 
thousands who march with them on the UK 
Mainland? Do those thousands come, as is 
doubtful, from the politically uncommitted? 

Is the ‘Peace Movement’ intended to 
be just a diversion from the main task in 
Ulster, which is to win the battle against the 
anti-British forces there? 

Perhaps we will know the answers to 
some of these questions by the end of this 
year. 


Hoorah for the 
moderate Blacks! 


If Southern Africa reverts, as has the 
rest of Africa, to the rule of the jungle, 
history may return the verdict that this was 
due less to Red Subversion than to the 


paralysis of mind and will that has infected 


the forces of modern ‘Conservatism’. 
Peregrine Worsthorne, a reputed ‘right- 
wing’ journalist, exemplified this paralysis in 
an article in the pro-Tory Sunday Telegraph 
of December 19th. Attacking the present 
Labour Government’s attitude over the 
Rhodesia settlement, he said: “. . . handled 
differently there could have been — and 


JOMO KENYATTA 
Former cannibal, now a ‘moderate’ 


might still be — a real chance of keeping 
Rhodesia in the Western camp. If Britain had 
insisted at-the outset of the conference that 
acceptance of the Kissinger plan should be 
an absolute pre-condition for attendance, 
then this would have separated the black 
moderates from the extremists long ago. . .” 

It is indicative of the state of the con- 
temporary Conservative mind that the key 
issue in Africa should be thought to be that 
of whether the Whites hand over power to 
‘moderate’ blacks or ‘extreme’ blacks rather 
than the much more basic issue of whether 
the Whites should hand over power at all. 
Given that the order of the day is that our 
kith and kin should surrender, the question 
of to what type of African the surrender 
should be made seems purely academic. 

We should have learned enough about 
African politics over the past 30 years to 
know that if there is such a thing as an 
African ‘moderate’ he is likely to give way to 
an extremist almost before the sound of the 
inauguration tom-toms has died away. But 
whether this happens or not is of little con- 
sequence to the European settler who 
witnesses the work and sacrifice of a century 
in Africa thrown away. It is of consequence 
only to Western liberal intellectuals who 
from thousands of miles away doodle pretty 
blueprints of utopia for a part of the world 
of which they know nothing. 

And as for talking about ‘Eastern’ and 
‘Western’ camps, all common sense must 
surely tell us that these terms are totally 
meaningless within the context of Africa. As 
the White nations have capitulated in that 
continent, neither ‘East’ nor ‘West’ in the 
terms that we understand them have taken 
over; the take-over has been by the New 
York-Moscow Axis, the internationalist 
power-elite to whom Communism and 
Capitalism are merely different means to the 
same end, the Soviet prison and Western 
‘liberal’ democracy merely sub-divisions of 
the same movement. 

The only sense in which the term ‘pro- 
Western’ can have any value for us is when it 
means committed to supporting the interests 
of the great Western nations. Any contem- 
porary African nationalist leader of whom 
this may be said has to be a character of 
fiction. 


Tribunites expose 
themselves 


We should all be very grateful for the 
admissions of the aristocratic Anthony 
Wedgewood-Benn (or Tony Benn as he likes 
to be known by the workers) and of Mr. Eric 
Heffer that Marxism has always been and 
still is a major source of inspiration to the 
Labour party. It seems that all pretence has 
at last been thrown to the winds, and the 
Reds are coming out in their true colours. 
This is really not surprising, for when a 
Government Minister openly votes for the 
appointment of a Trotskyite to an official 
Labour party post, there is little point in 
pretending any more. 


While Benn was exposing himself with 
shameless abandon, an amusing note was 
struck by Eric Heffer in an article in the 
Times. “To listen to some people and to 
read others,”’ he wrote, “one could easily be 
forgiven for believing that Marxism was a 
subversive doctrine...” The very idea! Surely 
the infiltration of political parties and trade 
unions, the stirring up of strikes and violent 
sedition, the armed revolutionary overthrow 
of governments and the allegiance to doc- 
trines promoted by hostile foreign powers — 
surely these things could not possibly be 
described as subversive? 

Marxism, according to Mr. Heffer, is 
merely “a perfectly respectable philosophy 
taught in universities throughout the world.” 
Another admission for which we should be 
grateful! But would it not be more logical to 
say that, if Marxism is taught in the world’s 
universities, now hotbeds of left-wing 
extremism and revolutionary disorder, then 
that is more proof of its subversiveness rather 
than its ‘respectability’? 


Lest we forget 


Once again, last month, the inter- 
national press was at pains to draw our 
attention to the alleged brutalities of fascism 
more than 30 years ago during the Second 
World War. It is almost as if, as memories of 
these things are on the point of fading into 
obscurity, sensational headlines appear in 
the nick of time, rescuing it all from the 
brink and serving it up fresh again, lest we 
forget. 

Why is this? Is it done deliberately so 
as to convince us that internationalism, 
multi-racialism and national decadence are 
all jolly good, and that the alternative is 
fascism, which means gas chambers, soap 
and boiling in oil? 

The latest case to be brought before us 
involved a camp guard sentenced to life 
imprisonment because, among other things, 
he is said to have castrated a prisoner on the 
spot with a kitchen knife for stealing a 
cabbage leaf. Think about it. Frankly, it is 
just not believable. But does that matter? 
True or false, such stories serve their purpose. 


The nation wrecker 


Edward Heath can always be relied. 
upon to be opposed to, and to be in favour 
of, two types of things in politics. Firstly, he 
will always be opposed to anything of which 
his successor to the party leadership, Mrs. 
Thatcher, is in favour — which reveals an 
abysmal petty-mindedness. 

Secondly, and more important, Heath 
can always be relied upon to favour anything 
which helps to lower Britain’s stature, reduce 
her sovereignty and dissolve her national 
integrity. A combination of both these 
factors doubtless played a part in his decision 
to vote in support of the devolution bill. 
Heath represents the very worst in our 
political life — a little man opposed to a 
Great Britain. 
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THE cutting of expenditure on national defence has 
always been a main plank in the Labour party platform. 
We all know why. Socialism is fundamentally anti- 
national, and Socialists love nothing better than to 
reduce Britain’s power in the world and sink her in the 
morass of internationalism. Then there is the increasingly 
powerful extreme left element in the Labour party whose 
aim is simply to strip Britain of her military capability in 
relation to the Communist powers. 

The Labour Party, however, has always advocated 
these anti-British policies with an argument calculated 
to appeal to many ordinary working people — namely 
that a drastic reduction in defence spending would 
release resources to solve most of the nation’s economic 
problems. 

Nothing could be further from the truth. Such 
‘socialist’ policies have created and will create even more 
unemployment, not less. Cutting defence spending does 
not simply mean cutting the amount of weapons — IT 
MEANS CUTTING THE AMOUNT OF JOBS. 

The cuts proposed so far will mean the loss of 
1,700 jobs at COD Chilwell, Midland Region; hundreds 
of civilian jobs at RAF units at Aldergrove and Synden- 
ham in Northern Ireland and the Navy unit at Antrim; 
hundreds more jobs at CDE Nancekuke and RNAF 
Wroughton, Southern Region; and thousands of jobs at 
dozens of civilian-staffed back-up units. 

The extreme left-wing Tribune Group of MPs, 
supposed champions of the workers, last month tried to 
slash another £270 million off the supplementary defence 
budget authorised for 1977 — which would have meant 
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Labour's attack on military spending means 


More Unemployment! 


RAF PROTOTYPE ON TEST FLIGHT 
Two men fly it, but hundreds help build it. 


many thousands more jobs lost. These are the ‘socialists’ 
who are forever prating about unemployment and 
redundancy — and yet who vote for more of it! 

A modern defence effort employs far more back 
up civilians than it does uniformed servicemen — so it i 
they who suffer. If the proposal at the Labour Part 
Conference to cut defence spending by £1000 millio 
and ban arms sales were carried out, it would mean the 
further loss of 300,000 jobs in five years — in the 
industrial Civil Service, the Royal Ordnance Factories, 
dockyards and elsewhere. 

As for the argument that the alleged savings wil 
help to finance new jobs for the redundant workers — it 
just doesn’t work out that way. Most defence establish 
ments are in areas of the country where no alternative 
work exists and none can be created. 

The irrelevant budget of Mr. Healey (a ‘forme 
Communist’) which takes effect this month slashed 
another £300 million off defence. This would have the 
effect of ‘reducing the number of weapons and equip 
ment produced each year’’ — more jobs down the drain 
in other words. Spending cuts mean nothing if the 
method of financing public expenditure is not changed 
nevertheless, cuts can certainly be made to stop the 
financial waste. Overseas Aid is an obvious example. But 
what does a ‘socialist’ government do? Overseas Aid 
(which employs nobody but a handful of craven bureau 
crats) is cut by a mere £50 million, and defence is cu 
by £300 million — which means cutting thousands of 
jobs as well! 


ee 


EDWIN CRAWSHAW 


Tinkers International: 
British Overseas 
Services Ltd. 


THE GENUINE tinker of old was no scaven- 
ger. He was constructive, skilled and creative 
and helped to make all things as new. His 
modern counterpart can be found — not 
pushing a bicycle or travelling by pony and 
cart, but jet-setting across the globe to tinker 
with and set up steel plant under the banner 
of the British Steel Corporation (Overseas 
Services) Ltd. 

One might expect that a nationalised 
industry like steel would be primarily 
interested in the nation. But nationalisation 
is double-think for internationalisation and 
it is in the services of the ‘developing coun- 
tries’ that our high technology is now 
prostituted, while at home our industry is 
deliberately run down. 

It is not difficult to see why inter- 
nationalised British Steel Corporation is 
employed building new plant where raw 
materials are readily accessible, where labour 
will be cheap and where the developing 
country can consume its own products or 
even supply the developed nations such as 
Britain — a ‘fifth world’ country to quote 
the cynical Brzezinski. 

Peddling expertise and know-how 
around the globe to Iran, Mexico, Brazil, 
Saudi-Arabia and Rumania is the latest trend 
for BSC (Overseas Services) Ltd. Agreements 
have been signed with these countries which 
relate to either technical advice or scientific 
co-operation and together these overseas 
deals are worth a miserable £50 million to 
the corporation: enough to pay the interest 
on our international debts for about two 
days. 

Rumania it seems has an expanding 
steel industry (while Britain’s contracts) 
which is why BSC is delighted with a contract 
with Rumania which will establish a basis for 
scientific and technical co-operation. The 
arrangement will provide for regular meetings 
and exchange of information between BSC 
and Rumania’s growing industry in the Soviet 
empire. 

McLellan and Partners are providing 
Iran with engineering constructions for steel 
plant, project management, technical assis- 
tance and training services which are 
scheduled to start in 1980. The steel works 
will make structural steel products for 
domestic consumption in Iran. In Mexico, 
BSC will provide technical expertise and 
advisory services for Sicartsa Steelworks 
(financed by Lazard Bros.). For Brazil, tech- 
nology will be exported by Redpath Dorman 
Long Ltd. to Brazil’s state owned steelmaking 
company, C.S.N. The contract will extend to 


bridge building, elevated roadways, high rise 
steel framed buildings and off-shore oil and 
gas platforms. 

All this squandering of British know- 
how, criminal as it may be to nationalists, 
was regarded as commendable by Dr. F. J. 
Farley, the dean of the Royal Military 
College of Science at Shrivenham, when he 
recently addressed graduates of the college. 
In front of an audience of diplomatic 
attaches from Ghana, Jamaica, Thailand and 
other ‘third worlders’, he called for more 
export of British military intelligence to 
developing countries of the middle East, it 
was reported. 


‘FRIENDLY NATIONS’ 


The quality of British education, second 
to none, could profitably speed the growth 
of ‘friendly nations’ around the globe was 
his message. While the pound may shrink 
and the Empire contract, it was to be hoped 
that at least some of our institutions could 
continue to grow and expand, he said. 

This is what the world’s workshop and 
the light of civilisation has been reduced to: 
globe trotting tinkers, beggared and driven 
out from our own homelands of technology 


to serve as technical slaves to the third world. 


Nationalisation, whether industrial or 
educational, is statist intervention for taking 
that which should serve the nation to make 
it serve the international coterie of Money 
power wherever they choose to set up their 
schemes for the manipulation of people and 
natural resources under the guise of humani- 
tarianism. They are indifferent to race, 
nation or quality of human kind, preferring 
the mediocre, deprived or racially bastardised 
to the purer breed, since these are more 
readily pleased and more easily robbed and 
manipulated. 

Even top research institutes and 
universities in Britain which once could boast 
generous government contracts are now 
reduced to touting their expertise with the 
United Nations who arrange schemes for 
British scientists to go out to the “‘developing 
countries” to train Asians, Africans and 
South Americans. There is good money in it 
for these organisations for unlike the govern- 
ment, the UN seems to have unlimited funds 
to lay out, always providing of course the 
beneficiary is an inconsequential developing 
country of the third world. No crumbs for 
the British people. 

This is national suicide of the first 


magnitude, comparable with Professor 
Sutton’s condemnation of direct military aid 
to the Soviet Union and in the long run, of a 
far more devastating ,far reaching significance, 
because once these mass-production units 
become operational, gone forever are our 
own export markets for steel products. 
Britain could become dependent on third 
world producers for steel. Steel is the basis 
of modern civilisation; we are in the Steel 
Age and without steel no nation can hope to 
survive. 

Britain is short of the raw materials: 
iron ore and coking coal. We do have iron 
ore deposits but the quality is inferior and 
limits our production techniques to old 
fashioned expensive blast furnace smelting. 
But the blast furnace requires good coking 
coal which we lack. Modern direct smelting 
processes demand high grade iron ore such 
as the Scandinavians export and Russia, 
Australia, Canada and Brazil possess in super 
abundance. Britain’s industrial future in the 
Steel Age rests with the continued availability 
of ore from Scandinavia, Canada or Australia 
and this means a command of the sea lanes 
— which at present we certainly do not have. 
Britain therefore must possess naval strength 
second to none in the world to guard the 
vital sea routes by which strategic raw 
materials are brought to our shores — a 
major task of a resurgent nationalist Britain. 

It is clear that all short term make-shift 
policies of selling British expertise abroad 
instead of exploiting it here where it belongs 
are amongst the most dangerous and 
treacherous ever known. The brain drain has 
been no accident but a most cunningly con- 
trived policy to extract the juice of the 
nation by ‘squeezing the fruit till the pips 
squeak’. Disgusting pay and monstrous 
taxation policies imposed on the best fruit 
of the nation have been pressure enough to 
drive them out. Whatever advantages there 
are in working abroad for a limited time, no 
one willingly chooses to forsake his land of 
birth for good; and it is invariably the most 
dynamic and adventurous that emigrate first. 

Those who fatten on this export 
market are no better than technological 
pimps and ponces, operating a white slave 
traffic in precious human skill which by 
rights is the possession of this nation and 
posterity. It should be looked upon as an 
act of piracy to take technical knowledge 
and skill from Britain and sell it abroad to 
countries where it could one day be used to 
destroy Britain’s ability to survive as a 
separate nation through economic 
strangulation. 


Young Swedish Nationalist, coming to 
Britain on January 30th, would like to 
stay with a family in the London area. 
Write to: — 


Nilsanders Falkenson, 
P.O. Box 6019, 

S — 122 06 Enskede 6, 
Sweden. 
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RICHARD VERRALL 


POLICIES TO MEET THE 
RISING TIDE OF COLOUR 


THE FOLLY of permitting massive non- 
White immigration into Britain is all the 
more suicidal an act when looked at in a 
broader international and historical context. 
The world picture today is of a small boat in 
which the beleaguered White races are slowly 
sinking as the rising tide of the coloured 
world population threatens to swamp it. 
Britain is simply hastening her ruin by 
pouring more in, instead of baling out. 

At present, the coloured millions of 
the underdeveloped “Third World’ are 
increasing their population by an average of 
2.5 per cent every year. By contrast, the 
countries of the White race have a population 

. growth rate of less than 1 per cent a year, 
and it is steadily falling. In fact, in all White 
countries the fertility rate is now at replace- 
ment level only, or below. If these low 
fertility rates among White peoples continue 
for two generations, their population growth 
will cease. 

Zero population growth will simply be 
the culmination of an historical process in 
which birth rates have been allowed to fall 
to the low level of death rates achieved in 
earlier years. This process should long ago 
have been the object of a political concern, 
for there is no more fundamental political 
duty than the preservation of the race. 
Decades, however, of bourgeois liberal 
democracy have ensured that no political 
attention was paid to this most alarming 
trend — all the more dangerous in view of 
the population eruption of Asia and Africa. 

To make matters worse, Western 
liberalism has not only ignored this historical 
process but deliberately and artificially 
hastened it by the indiscriminate promotion 
of birth control amongst the White nations, 
pleading that the world was threatened by a 
“population explosion”! Needless to say, 
this explosion was not occurring among the 
White races who alone were subject to the 
propaganda of population control. In view 
of these facts, obvious even to the stupidest 
liberal politician or intellectual, and in view 
of the fact that demographers have long 
been saying that the civilised White world 
was heading rapidly towards zero population 
growth, we of the West are either in the grip 
of some peculiar liberal death wish, or at the 
mercy of forces which are deliberately 
promoting the progressive reduction of 
White peoples throughout the world as a 
dominant racial factor. Perhaps it is a 
combination of both these things. At any 
rate, we know from the elaborate and 
massively financed industry which is pro- 
moting worldwide “‘racial integration”’, that 
there are forces working for the destruction 
of the White race. 
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Let us look briefly at the nature of the 
catastrophe facing nations of the White 
world. I make no apology for a number of 
dry statistics, as these are vital for the under- 
standing of our problem. A total fertility 
rate of 2.1 births per woman is what demo- 
graphers call ‘replacement fertility”’, that is, 
each generation only replaces the next and 
eventually birth rates equal death rates. The 
population, in other words, stops growing, 
apart from immigration. 

The post-war pattern has been univer- 
sally depressing for all nations of the White 
world. All experienced brief ‘baby-booms’ 
after 1945 (similar to those after 1918), 
particularly those nations of the English- 
speaking world, but these brief rises in 
fertility merely interrupted an_ historical 
downward trend which began in the middle 
of the last century. The sharp decline was 
resumed in the 1960’s and has been falling 
steadily ever since. 

The United States, Canada and 
Australia, great reservoirs of the English- 
speaking Anglo-Saxon numbering 250 million 
people, have all reached record lows in their 
birth rates — fewer than two births per 
woman, which is below replacement level. 
The white populations of these countries 
will thus stop growing altogether in less than 
fifty years. 

Britain, which reached the below- 
replacement level some years ago, now has a 
zero population growth. The additional 
catastrophic factor here is that the popu- 
lation growth of Asian immigrants alone is 
more than double that of the indigenous 
white population. France, Belgium and the 
Netherlands have reached more or less the 
same levels as Britain. 

The birth rates in the central European 
nations (93 million people) and Scandinavia 
are equally appalling. In Austria, Switzerland 
and Germany as a whole they are all well 
below replacement level. The fertility rate of 
1.5 births per woman in West Germany is 
undoubtedly the lowest in the world. Fertility 
in all the Scandinavian countries (22 million 
people) is now below replacement level 
except in Norway, which at current rates of 
decline will soon have joined its neighbours. 

Basically, what this means is that if 
these below-replacement fertility rates 
among the White nations continue for 
another generation or so, the stage will be 
reached when an absolute decline in numbers 
occurs, as Germany is now experiencing. In 
other words, there will be less White people 
than are living now. Meanwhile, it is now 
possible to estimate that the aged population 
will increase by a further 55 million around 
the year 2000, constituting a debilitating 19 


per cent of the total population. 

This truly appalling picture should be 
contrasted with the present frightening 
growth rates in the population of Asia and 
Africa. At one time, before the White nations 
had rashly introduced to the coloured world 
their technology and medicine, the difference 
between their growth rates was marked but 
not dangerous. In the 18th and 19th 
centuries the coloured races’ yearly popu- 
lation increase was merely double that of 
the European. Today it is six times higher. 
Every year the annual population increase 
of the coloured world (principally Asia and 
Africa) is 60 million, compared to less than 
20 million for the rest of the world. 

The introduction of the White man’s 
technology has unquestionably played the 
major role in this disastrous development. 
Rapid population growth is a combination 
of a high birth rate and falling death rates, 
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increase of White nations. 
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THE FAMILY — BASIS OF A STRONG RACE AND NATION 
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Government aid could encourage return to larger families 


and in Asia and Africa the application of 
imported European technology has meant 
that life expectation has shot up to around 
53 years. So drastic has been the effect of 
this sudden introduction of technology that 
mortality in Asia and Africa has actually 
been reduced faster than ever occurred in 
Europe as a result of White self-development. 
Life expectancy will, moreover, continue to 
rise as a result of artificial economic growth 
(thanks to the United Nations, Overseas Aid 
programmes and World Bank loans) until it 
reaches around 70 years by the end of the 
century. 

Meanwhile the birth rate will continue 
to rise. Birth control programmes have proved 
an abysmal failure. It is argued by sociologists 
like Gunnar Myrdal (a disciple of the 
notorious Franz Boas), that the enormous 
population increase of the coloured world 
will fall asa result of economic development. 
This is not only a Marxist theory which 
completely ignores the simple facts of race 
but a spurious political argument in favour 
of overseas aid. The evidence is to the con- 
trary. The simplest indication of this is the 
birth rate of coloured immigrants in Britain, 
living in a vastly superior socio-economic 
environment. It is higher than in the Third 
World itself. In Africa the rate is 40 births 
per 1,000 women; African women of West 
Indian immigrant origin in Britain, however, 
produce 108 births per 1,000, according to 
the 1971 Population Census. It is clear, 
therefore, that coloured immigrants not only 
do not adapt to the fertility pattern of a 
White host nation, but also that an improved 
economic environment is accompanied by, 
higher rather than lower birth rates. 

The White world faces a situation 
today in which, while its own birth rate is 
falling rapidly towards a decline in actual 
numbers, Asia (not including China) contains 
almost 55 per cent of the world’s total popu- 
lation. Today, world population has passed 
the 4 billion mark, and 3 billion of them are 
coloured. 

' Meanwhile, the racial quality of the 
White world is declining; it is declining both 


as a result of deliberately promoted racial 
integration as well as the erosion of assorta- 
tive sexual mating for intelligence inspired 
by the mania for ‘equality’. For these 
problems we can provide political solutions 
well known to the readers of Spearhead, but 
political solutions are equally vital in the 
field of population if we are to prevent what 
will amount to a struggle for the world. I 
have long believed that, at some date, perhaps 
far in the future, the White man will be forced 
to take unprecedented measures to secure 
for himself his rightful place on the planet. 
But above all, his survival depends now upon 
a complete reversal of the trend of his own 
population growth. 

Governments in general, and the 
British Government in particular, have rarely 
bothered themselves about the question of 
population — until recently, that is, when 
there has developed a national obsession 
with reducing it even at this critical stage. 
There have been occasional exceptions. 
Sweden, faced with a decline in numbers in 
the 1930’s, produced the first modern 
population policy. The German and Italian 
governments of the same period were also 
interested in population for racial and 
political reasons — Germany actually 
awarding an ‘Honour Cross’ to German 
mothers of large families. Germany, as well 
as France, both enacted legislation to 
strengthen the family. 

These displays of interest, however, 
have only been sporadic. Population has 
never been high on the agenda of national 
priorities. Recently, of course, the spurious 
association of White population growth with 
‘environmental’ problems has provided an 
added excuse for the antics of the birth 
control lobby in and out of government. The 
present national obsession with birth control 
is all the more ironic in view of the fact that, 
only a generation ago, a Royal Commission 
was set up because of concern about the 
threat of declining population. Today, there 
is no concern whatever. Characteristically, 
only Israel (being the only post-war racialist 
state so far in existence) has established a 


Committee for Natality Problems which 
encourages an expanding population to 
counter the growth rates of other ethnic 
groups. 

The first essential of a Nationalist 
policy is thus an education programme 
which will eliminate the moral and political 
sensitivity which has surrounded population 
policy, and has inhibited governments from 
taking the necessary action. All demographers 
agree that birth rates are as much the result 
of ideology and fashion as they are of 
arbitrary individual choice, and as such are 
open to change with a change in social 
climate. So far as the latter is concerned, 
personal economic circumstances are of 
course an important factor, and reducing the 
cost of parenthood is as essential a Govern- 
ment task as any. 

A pronatalist policy cannot, and is not 
intended to, force a change in the habit of 
national fertility. It simply means that 
Government should positively encourage, by 
every means possible, the raising of larger 
families. The economics of parenthood and 
the organisation of child welfare schemes 
should be specifically designed to this end. 
It goes without saying that the present 
permissive abortion laws should be scrapped. 
There is indeed a case for abortion to be 
made altogether illegal; the argument that it 
would encourage ‘back street’ abortion is no 
more logical than providing state-sponsored 
drug addiction in order to prevent ‘back 
street’ drug abuse. Japan and Rumania both 
provide examples of what permissive abortion 
legislation can do to the birth rate of a popu- 
lation. Japan’s total fertility dropped from 
4.5 births per woman in 1947 to 2.0 in only 
ten years. In some East European countries, 
abortion laws actually resulted in the 
number of abortions exceeding the number 
of births. In Hungary, the total fertility rate 
dropped to 1.8 births per woman by 1962, 
and Rumania’s dropped precipitously from 
3.1 in 1955 to a mere 1.9 in 1966. In that 
year the Rumanian government reversed its 
permissive abortion law, with the result that 

Contd. on page 10 
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JOHN TYNDALL 


BRITISH DEFENCE 


TIME FOR NEW THINKING 


PART 6 


ALL that has been written in this analysis so far has been based on 
the belief that conventional forms of warfare will form a major part 
of the interplay of world forces now and in the future. This may 
have led to the question in the mind of the reader: what about 
the nuclear factor? Has this been forgotten? 

The nuclear factor has indeed at no point been forgotten but 
has been ever present in the thinking behind this series of articles. 
The trouble is that the true strategic implications of the arrival of 
the nuclear weapon have been so dangerously distorted (and in some 
cases deliberately so) in the confusion of thought that has charac- 
terised much contemporary debate on defence. 

The most important fact about the nuclear weapon as it has 
developed today is that in any war in which it is used to maximum 
capacity there can be no winner; there can only be losers differing in 
the extent of their loss. It is of little account that Power A has the 
theoretical capacity to obliterate Power B before Power B is able to 
obliterate it ;so long as the capacity of Power B is adequate to destroy 
A’s 20 or 30 major population centres and practically every form of 
life within them before it is itself totally destroyed, the loss to A 
outweighs any conceivable gain in starting a nuclear war against B. 

The only possible event, then, in which A might deploy its 
superior nuclear armoury against B is that of a war of conventional 
forces between the two powers in which B was clearly about to win. 
A would then be faced with the decision as to whether to unleash its 
nuclear weapons against B, in which case it could obliterate B at 
enormous cost to itself — the cost of perhaps a third to a half of its 
population being wiped out and its industrial capacity utterly 
wrecked — or accept the alternative consequences of occupation by 
B and the possible imposition of B’s political system on its people 
for an indefinite period. 

In such a situation it is conceivable that A would take the 
course of resort to nuclear war — because, of two ghastly alternatives, 
that might be considered to be the less ghastly — it depends of course 
on one’s priorities, and it is easy to see the present rulers of Britain 
doing the opposite, opting for defeat by conventional forces and 
consequent slavery rather than freedom at enormous human cost. 

These would in any event be the only two options open to A 
since the alternative options — no war at all or victory by conventional 
war — would have been taken out of its hand by B’s initiation of the 
war and its subsequent advance to victory by conventional forces. 

But would B initiate such a war in the first place if it knew 
that, even though it could win by conventional means, A would act 
before that event in bringing its nuclear weapon into play? The 
answer is certainly No. The obvious deduction from this is that as 
long as both A and B possessed a nuclear strike force adequate to 
destroy a third or more of each other’s population and industry, as 
long as this fact was known to both sides and as long as each knew 
the other would use its nuclear capacity rather than suffer defeat 
and occupation, the initiation of any open war by one against the 
other is inconceivable except in the event of one or the other being 
ruled by total madmen. 

It is no argument here to say that the situation would depend 
upon the extent of anti-missile defences. The whole history of 
warfare bears out that there is no such thing as a defensive weapon 
that cannot be overcome by a further development of the offensive 
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weapon: The history of nuclear arms since 1945 has been a constant 
leap-frogging process in which offensive systems have been rendered 
obsolete by defensive systems, only for the latter to be rendered 
obsolete in turn by more advanced offensive systems. The calculation 
that one has a defensive system which no offensive weapon can 
overcome is too hazardous a one for any sane ruler to take, given the 
scale of destructive power that nuclear weapons now entail. 

From these considerations two vital things emerge which are 
the prerequisites of national freedom and a national ability to exert 
weight in the world balance of powers. They are:— 

(a) A nuclear force of sufficient destructive power to wipe 
out the 20 main population centres of any country in the 
world. 

(b) The preparedness to use such a force as a last resort. 

Possession of the first of these two things does not require that 
a nation is in the super-power category in terms of pure size; it is 
quite possible for any technically advanced nation in the medium 
bracket of powers to have such a capacity. 

Possession of the second faculty is vital, and this is a much 
more incalculable factor than any other. It is a psychological faculty 
rather than a physical one; it isa matter of will rather than just means. 

The country that has all the advantages of size, in terms of 
territory, population and industrial capacity, will be powerless in 
modern war if the will to use the ultimate weapon is lacking. A 
country of lesser size but with the will to use the ultimate weapon 
will be overwhelmingly powerful if its adversary does not have that 
will and is known not to have it. 

Equally important as the will to use the ultimate weapon is, of 
course, the preparedness to call the bluff of others who threaten to 
use it against one. 


IMPORTANT FACTOR 


The power of rulers’ nerves has always been recognised by the 
greatest military thinkers as as important a factor in war and 
diplomacy as the quantity and quality of men and material. A clear 
demonstration of this was given in Europe in the 1930s. When Hitler 
marched into the Rhineland there was not a single one of his 
military leaders who did not know that, had France decided to take 
preventative action, Germany would have been powerless against her. 
Hitler calculated — as it turned out, correctly — that France’s 
physical capacity to stop him was not matched by the will to use 
that capacity. France was not prepared to risk a war — even one that 
she could win — to prevent Germans occupying German soil. If it 
had been a case of their acting to prevent Germans occupying 
French soil, the French almost certainly would have fought. Later, 
in 1940, the French did fight in just such circumstances, but not 
with the resolution to prevent defeat. It is all a question of how 
much one is prepared to stake for the object to be gained. All 
Hitler’s earlier successes were due to his being prepared to stake 
more than were his adversaries and to his calculation of that fact. 

There is of course a distinction between strong will and sheer 
foolhardiness, between preparedness to take a calculated risk and a 
disposition towards blind, thoughtless action. Into the latter category 


would come any aggressive attack upon a nation known to have the 
deterrent nuclear capacity described earlier. Such a nation might 
not use that capacity in retaliation but the risk that it could do so is 
too great to justify an attack upon it. After all, the will to use the 
ultimate weapon is always likely to be the greater in defence of one’s 
own soil than in an attack on someone else’s. 

The situation is entirely altered when it is a matter, not of 
risking an attack on the territory of another nuclear nation, but of 
risking that nation attacking you. So long as you have the capacity 
of retaliation, whether larger or smaller than that of your adversary, 
and are able to make a reasonable demonstration of will and nerve, 
your risk is a calculated one and always worth taking. The odds are 
heavily on the risk succeeding; on the other hand, if you are unpre- 
pared to take it for fear it might not you may as well abdicate from 
the world. 

Let us now examine how these facts bear upon the position of 
Britain. 

The first thing that we should understand is that for Britain 
to conduct an effective global policy in the nuclear age it is of little 
importance if our nuclear armoury is on a scale much smaller than 
those of Russia or the United States; what is of vital importance is 
that we should possess enough nuclear strike power to be able to 
wipe out the 20 or 30 main population centres of either of those 
countries or of any other and that any would-be aggressor against us 
should be aware of this power and convinced of our will to use it 
should we be forced to do so. 

Particularly in view of Britain’s limited territorial size, by far 
the best form for this strike is the Polaris-type missile, which can be 
stationed almost anywhere in the world’s oceans with the least 
possibility of detection. British nuclear weapon development should 
give priority to this field, while not by any means excluding land- 
based missiles as well. 

Britain must, however, develop her own self-contained missile 
system based on the Polaris principle, not rely on the American- 
supplied product bearing that name. For reasons explained earlier 
in this series of articles, it would be dangerous to assume that there 
could be no major conflict in the future in which Britain and America 
served different interests and were not therefore lined up on the 
same side. : 

Indeed, once we examine the real, as distinct from the merely 
apparent, division of the world as it exists today, the possibility of 
an Anglo-U.S. confrontation is by no means as remote as many 
people may think. 

Let us assume that a truly national government took office in 
this country and immediately started to carry out policies unac- 
ceptable to the International Financial elite. This would place 
Britain in a position not dissimilar to those of Rhodesia and South 
Africa in recent years. International pressures would start to be 
applied against us, as have been applied against those countries, 


beginning on a purely economic front but most probably escalating 
in time to armed conflict at a guerilla-type level, both within Britain 
itself and elsewhere in the world where our interests required that. 
there should be a British presence. In such a conflict Britain would 
no doubt be provoked by every means possible into drastic measures 
which would supply the pretext for. the waving of the nuclear big 
stick against us — most probably not by America direct but by 
Russia with America’s connivance (negotiated no doubt through the 
good offices of some future Kissinger). . 

This is indeed the most likely format for any coming confron- 
tation involving our country in which nuclear power would be 
crucial. In such a situation it would be imperative that we are self- 
sufficient in the means to deter any such nuclear threat from what- 
ever quarter it may come. 


_ TERRIBLE RETALIATION 


In that situation the nerve of our own rulers would, as 
mentioned earlier, be an absolutely key factor. They would need to 
be men who could calcuate that, although the super powers would 
apply all manner of pressures against us, they would in the final 
analysis stop short of using their nuclear power in any event other 
than an attack on their own territories. Our rulers would, upon this 
calculation, then need to summon the resolution to call the bluff of 
their adversaries right up to the brink and beyond. They would need 
to be men who would say to those adversaries: “Alright, if it comes 
to nuclear war you can destroy us before we can destroy you. But in 
the act of destroying us you are going to invite such terrible retaliation 
upon yourselves that no conceivable interest of yours could make it 
worth your while. We know this and you know it. Therefore, we’re 
going ahead with what we’re-doing regardless of you!” 

In the world of the future, fear of the nuclear weapon is likely 
to be an even more powerful factor than the nuclear weapon itself. 
The side likely to get its way in a nuclear confrontation will be the 
side, not necessarily with the biggest number of bombs, but with the 
strongest nerves. The side likely to capitulate will be the side which, 
come the crunch, will not be prepared to risk gigantic loss of human 
life for the sake of any principle, however great. 

If Britain only has these two ingredients, a self-contained 
nuclear deterrent of her own and rulers with the nerve to engage in 
nuclear brinksmanship, she will have what it takes to survive in a 
future global power-struggle. 

We have now the basic know-how to maintain the deterrent 
and we have the industrial capacity to make it in adequate quantity. 
Do we have leaders with the necessary nerve? Can our present 
political system and the parties that dominate it produce such 
leaders? Is the ideological spirit of British liberal democracy adequate 
to such a test of nerves? These are questions that belong to another 
subject. 


BRITISH NUCLEAR 
STRIKE POWER 
Having the nerve 
is what counts 
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JAMES CROSSBOW 


The Observer — The men 
behind the takeover 


Reprinted with acknowledgements to ON 
TARGET, The Old Priory, Priory Walk, 
Sudbury, Suffolk. 


ONE’S INITIAL reaction to the news that 
the U.S. Oil company Atlantic Richfield had 
taken over the Observer newspaper must I 
think be an increasing realisation of national 
decadence — there are several thousand 
millionaires in Britain of whom not one was, 
apparently, interested in taking over the 
paper whether for patriotic or any other 
reasons. 

It is when one looks at the background 
of the new owners that the full impact of 
what has happened begins to sink in. 

The Evening Standard reported (24th 
November, 1976) that the deal was set up by 
Professor Douglas Cater of the Aspen 
Institute for Humanistic Studies, described 
as a “think tank” where “leading personal- 
ities discuss social issues’? (Guardian, 25th 
November 1976), after contact with a 
member of the institute working on the 
Observer. Atlantic Richfield’s Chairman 
Mr. Robert Anderson has been Aspen’s 
Chairman for ten years and according to 
the New York Times (24th November, 1976) 
is “pledged to extend the Observer’s inter- 
national scope by setting up an advisory 
committee of prominent representatives 
from such fields as education, science, jour- 
nalism and economics.” (Financial Times, 
25th November, 1976) stated that these 
were to be from a number of countries. 

Some indication of the attitudes and 
activities of the new owners has already 
emerged in the press. 

The Guardian (25th November, 1976) 
reported that the Institute was formed in 
1949 to Yevive the intellectual life of 
Germany. Robert Anderson became involved 
in 1953 and began ‘‘to make Aspen more 
international in scope”’. It isnowa $5 million 
dollars a year “‘operation” and among its 
trustees the Guardian lists Robert Mac- 
namara, One World socialist who heads the 
World Bank, Paul Nitze, U.S. foreign affairs 
specialist who considered Kissinger too hard 
on the Russians (!!) and Maurice Strong, 
Canadian oilman and internationalist U.N. 
official. The Guardian also reported that it 
received tax exempt contributions “from 
many of the major U.S. corporations”. 

On 26th November, the Guardian 
reported that Thornton Bradshaw, one of 
the Atlantic Richfield’s representatives on 
the Observer is “‘a former Harvard academic 
who . . . is particularly interested in the 
position of the oil company in the social 
fabric” and that the company’s “annual 
report contains 2 social responsibility audit 
which notes . . . employment of minority 
groups within the company”’. 
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By now, readers’ suspicions will be 
well aroused, and they will not be surprised 
to learn that the Aspen Institute was the 
subject of an article in the New York Times’ 
Service (August 1974) entitled: “The Aspen 
Idea: The Elite meet to change the World” 
which stated: — 

“Once mainly a retreat for business 
executives . . . the institute is celebrating its 
25th anniversary . . . with grand visions of 
becoming a world centre for men and women 
of thought and action to come together to 
thrash out new more humanistic approaches 
to world problems . . . Those prone to a con- 
spiracy theory that the United States is ruled 
by a close knit elite in government, business, 
academia and journalism might find some 
evidence for their theories in Aspen.” 

It is thus apparent that the Observer is 
now to be controlled by men dedicated to a 
socialistic and One World approach to world 
affairs. In the past it has been characterised 
by a woolly minded internationalism. Is it 
now to change from the unworldly to the 
One Worldly? 


ROBERT 
MACNAMARA 
Bankers in 

on the act 
again 


The final give away on Aspen emerged 
in the Observer (28th November, 1976) 
which described the basic activity at Aspen, 
consisting of groups of visiting executives, as 
“how great ideas of Western thought, starting 
with Plato, could be applied to the problems 
of modern times.” 

Sounds innocent enough? No! Plato’s 
principal theory was that states should be 


organised on socialist lines and be dic-: 


tatorially ruled by an intellectual elite called 
“the Guardians”. 

It is this thesis of Plato that is the basis 
of education, training and organisation at 
such breeding grounds of one world elite as 
the United World Colleges, Gordonstoun, 
and Salem. 

Incidentally this emphasises the various 
links between American oilmen and One 
World. Among top oilmen who are active 
One Worlders are the Rockefellers, Lenin 
Peace Prize oil billionaire Cyrus Eaton of 
Pugwash, Canada and Occidental’s Armand 
Hammer, son of the founder of the U.S. 
Communist Party and himself a friend of 
Lenin. 


POLICIES TO MEET THE 
RISING TIDE OF COLOUR 


Contd. from page 7 


fertility doubled to a healthy 3.7 the 
following year. 

The widespread availability of contra- 
ceptive methods is a symptom of a more 
general abuse that demands reform. What 
needs to be abolished in our society is not 
contraception itself but the national and 
governmental mania for the official pro- 
motion of ‘family planning’ through the 
public health service. What is required here 
is simply a complete reorientation of govern- 
ment policy where state encouragement to 
build a family is the priority, instead of state 
discouragement to build one, as at present. 

As with most matters crucial to 
national survival and the maintenance of a 
strong and healthy society, British govern- 


‘ments have regarded the population question 


in the classic manner of 19th century 
liberalism, which sees a nation not as an 
organic whole and an ethnic entity but as a 
sea of individuals devoid of mutual oblig- 
ations. The very idea of a government policy 
on population is regarded as an interference 
with freedom of choice, freedom for women, 
freedom for this, that and the other. To 
liberals, this kind of ‘freedom’ is more 
important than survival. It is strange however, 
that the same sensitivity is not felt over 
state-sponsored genocide in the form of 
abortion. 

In summary our policies must provide 
the framework for an entirely new atmos- 
phere in the nation, whereby the building of 
large families is looked upon as healthy and 
desirable, and as a matter of pride. To relieve 
the economic burden on young couples, 
generous financial incentives should be pro- 
vided. On the Continent, indeed, certain 
countries have in the past provided such 
incentives through the creation of a state 
Building Society offering low-interest mort- 
gages. There could be many other popular 
forms of inducement. 

The phased repatriation of all coloured 
immigrants should, of course, be accom- 
panied by strenuous Government action to 
stem the flow of emigration, which accounts 
for a dangerous loss of population, particu- 
larly of a high genetic quality. Recent reports 
on infant mortality also indicate that greater 
resources should be channelled into badly 
neglected child welfare services. 

Finally — dare one say it — we would 
wish to see a society that respected and 
cherished the feminine role .as principally 
one of wife, mother and home maker. This 
is not a chauvinistic desire to restrict those 
women who have other talents to exercise; it 
is simply to state that there are few greater 
symptoms of national decadence than the 
contemporary derision of maternity and 
domesticity, part of the same rebellion 
against nature as equalitarianism, racial 
miscegenation and the other fashionable 
delusions of liberalism. 


=. 


MARTIN WEBSTER 


Bourne again with 
Jimmy Carter 


“PRESIDENT-elect Jimmy Carter said in 
Plains, Georgia, yesterday, that the com- 
pletion of. F.BI. background checks is 
delaying the announcement of some people 
he has decided to name in his Cabinet.” 

This A.P. newsflash, printed without 
comment in the Daily Telegraph on 20th 
December, 1976, could presage the explosion 
of a scandal which will rock the White House 
as much as Watergate. 

The F.B.I. is facing a most delicate 
task for the facts of the matter are that 
Carter as President is the outcome of a 
conspiracy by a coterie of well-connected 
Marxist ultras who only a decade ago were 
involved in promoting major riots and sub- 
verting the U.S. armed forces. 

The most important person in Carter’s 
political life is not Jesus or even Mom, but a 
youngish British-born psychiatrist called 
Peter Bourne. 

Bourne has been portrayed by the 
media, with no contradiction from Carter, 
as Carter’s closest personal friend and 
political mentor. It was revealed that Bourne 
was the person who suggested to Carter that 
he should run for President. Bourne master- 
minded in 1973 the long campaign of 
“‘selling’’ Carter to the media, to Big Business 
interests, to the radical chic liberal intelli- 
gentsia and to the various trade unions 
which usually like to support the Democratic 
Party. 


LIBERAL POSE 


Bourne poses as a leftish “‘liberal’’ 
academic who simply wants to cleanse 
American politics of the Nixon beastliness 
and believes that Jimmy Carter is the ideal 
instrument for that purpose. 

Since Carter was elected President we 
have received a steady flow of information 
about Carter, Bourne and other Carter 
associates from our counterparts in the 
United States. They have produced a mass of 
documented information of a shocking 
nature which the. mass media with its 
tremendous research facilities must have 
known about and which must have been 
deliberately suppressed. 

Bourne was born in Oxford, England, 
in 1939. He achieved his M.D. at Emory 
University, in 1962 and his M.A. in anthro- 
pology at Stanford University, California. 
From 1962 to 1963 he lectured at Emory 
University, then from 1963 to 1964 served 
as an intern at Kings County Hospital, 
Washington. From 1967 to 1969 he was 
elected Fellow of Psychiatry at Stanford 
University. He currently has a licence to 


practise psychiatry in Georgia and California. 

In 1967, after spending a year as a 
psychiatrist in Vietnam Bourne testified in 
support of Dr. Howard Levy who was tried 
for refusing to obey orders to train soldiers 
destined for service in Vietnam. 

In 1969 he wrote an article in the 
Marxist Ramparts magazine called “The 
Hippocratic Revolution — The Army’s 
position in Vietnam’. This incited USS. 
armed forces medical personnel not to parti- 
cipate in the war effort in Vietnam. 


“COUNTER-CULTURE” 


During 1968 Bourne was closely 
involved in “counter-culture”’ activities in 
the notorious San Francisco Bay area. He 
taught a course called “General Health for 
Non-Straights” at the “Free University” at 
Palo Alto, which “university” was where the 
ultra-Marxist killers of the Symbionese 
Liberation Army (of Patti Hearst fame) first 
came together to train. 

Peoples’ World, the publication of the 
West Coast Communist Party reported that 
in January, 1970, Bourne spoke at the 
Shelter Half, part of the G.I. Coffee House 
Movement (sponsored by Marxist film stars 
such as Jane Fonda and Dustin Hoffman 
which existed to set up coffee-houses into 
which young soldiers were lured; subjected 
to propaganda and incited to desert). 

In January, 1971, Bourne was listed in 
literature issued by the Medical Committee 
for Human Rights as the Georgia Regional 
Representative of the Committee. This 
Medical Committee was set up specifically to 
give medical treatment to demonstrators 
injured in anti-Vietnam war riots. 

In July, 1975, a Senate inquiry 
into Internal Security and Law and Order 
endorsed a report of the Illinois Crime 
Investigating Commission which declared 
that the Medical Committee provided a 
“back up” for the Marxist and ultra-violent 
Students for a Democratic Society (S.D.S.) 
organisation when it staged a massive and 
bloody riot outside the Democratic Party 
convention in Chicago in 1968. 

Bourne’s name was listed as a sponsor 
on leaflets issued by the Harrisburg Defence 
Committee, which was set up to assist 
persons who organised disruption of Draft 
Boards. 

His name was mentioned in the report 
of the F.B.I. in 1972 to the House Internal 
Security Committee on the Vietnam Veterans 
Against the War organisation. 

The Red Militant, publication of the 
Trotskyite Socialist Workers’ Party gave a 


favourable review. of one of Bourne’s 
speeches in September, 1972. 

Bourne’s wife Mary (née King), Carter’s 
special advisor on ‘‘women’s issues’’ was an 
associate of the Black Power violence-monger 
Stokeley Carmichael in the Student Non- 
Violent Co-ordinating Committee. She was 
jailed for her activities in 1963. 


RADICAL CHIC 


Interviewed on TV on August 10th, 
1976, she was referred to her work with the 
S.N.C.C. and asked if she had changed her 
views in any way. She replied: “I am just as 
radical now as I was then’. The interviewer 
did not ask her about her membership in 
1963 and 1964 of the Mississippi Freedom 
Democratic Party, an openly Communist 
organisation. 

Mrs. Bourne is very active in the 
extreme Left Wing of the Women’s Lib 
movement, and boasts that she was the one 
who persuaded Jimmy Carter to accept 
abortion as valid a form of birth control as 
contraception. 

The authoritative Washington Post 
reported on 15th August, 1976, that when 
in 1973 Mr. & Mrs. Bourne were doing the 
rounds of the radical chic set of Washington 
“selling” the unknown Carter they often 
declared: 

“Look at us — you may not know him, 
but we are the kind of people who support 
him!” 

Exactly! That is the reason why the 
F.B.I. are now having to do a check on 
Carter’s proposed Cabinet! 

That is also the reason why on 2nd 
May Carter promised a Black audience to 
appoint Blacks to his Cabinet ‘“‘and other 
high echelon jobs”’. 

This is the reason why he told a Jewish 
audience on 26th May that all educational 
institutions in America, public and private — 
with the sole exception of Jewish Yeshivas — 
would be compelled to accept Black 
students. 

This is the reason why in a speech on 
America’s Remembrance Day, 1976, Carter 
promised: “In my first week in office as 
President I will grant full pardons to deserters 
of the Vietnam War”’. 

This is the reason why in a speech to 
the Chicago Council on Foreign Relations on 
15th March, 1976, he declared: “If our aim 
is to construct an international order .. . we 
must work with the countries of the Com- 
munist world.” 

If Jimmy Carter’s record of support 
for Communist Left-Wing and multi-racialist 
causes and his long record of association 
with top-level Marxist revolutionary activists 
is considered together with his developing 
involvement with international monopoly 
capitalists such as the Rockefellers — who 
have a massive and growing stake in the 
economies both of the Soviet Union and 
Red China — then the tyranny of World 
Government can be seen to be very much 
more imminent than many think. 
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ALAN WEBB 


Chatham House and 


World Order 


IN A previous article I documented the 
early activities of a semi-secret society called 
the Round Table and its super-secret steering 
committee, the Moot. The objective of this 
sinister organisation, you may remember, 
was defined in the September, 1915 (No. 
20) issue of its influential magazine, The 
Round Table, as “the creation of a world 
state”. 

Several members of the Round Table 
movement, led by Lionel Curtis, were present 
at the Paris Peace Conference in 1919, 
following the First World War. It was in Paris 
that this group of world power-addicts 
decided to establish in America, Britain and 
her dominions a respectable front organis- 
ation for the purpose of promoting a World 
Government. I quote from the Dictionary of 
National Biography: 

“In 1918 Lord Robert Cecil (a 
member of the Moot — A.W.) appointed 
Curtis a member of the League of Nations 
section of the British delegation at the Paris 
Peace Conference. During this work Curtis 
initiated plans for the creation of an Institute 
of International Affairs...” 

Sir Abe Bailey, who had furnished the 
funds for The Round Table magazine, and 
Lord Astor provided the money to set up a 
front in Britain. It was inaugurated in 1920 
as the Institute of International Affairs. The 
Dictionary of National Biography says of Sir 
Abe Bailey: 

“In his will he . bequeathed 
£100,000 or £5,000 a year to the Institute 
of International Affairs.” 

The Dictionary notes of Waldorf Astor: 

“He was a prominent member of the 
Round Table . . . He was an original member 
of the Institute of International Affairs and 
served as chairman of its study groups com- 
mittee and later as chairman of council 
1935—49.” 

A similar institute was established in 
New York in 1921 and was called the 
Council on Foreign Relations. 

The London branch was granted a 
royal charter in 1926 and is now known as 
the ‘Royal’ Institute of International 
Affairs. It is situated in St. James’s Square 
and often referred to as Chatham House 
after Lord Chatham’s mansion which it 
inhabits. 

Probably the most famous propagandist 
that Chatham House has produced is the 
notorious Arnold Joseph Toynbee. Professor 
Toynbee occupied the all-important post of 
Director of Studies during the years 1925— 
56. The late C. H. Douglas quoted the 
learned Professor in The Social Crediter, 
22nd September, 1945, as follows: 

“We are working secretly, but with all 
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our might, to undermine the sovereignty of 
our respective nations.”’ 

A similar quotation was given by the 
late A. K. Chesterton in his brilliant book 
The New Unhappy Lords. Mr. Chesterton 
noted that Arnold Toynbee once told an 
international conference: 

“he and they were engaged in removing 
the instrument of sovereignty from the hands 
of the local national states, that they were, 
in fact, doing with their hands what they 
were denying with their lips.”’ 

Remarkable confessions, perhaps. But 
then Professor Toynbee was a remarkable 
man. In 1930 he wrote a hitherto unknown 
series of articles that reveal all we need to 
know about himself and his place of employ- 
ment. The series was entitled “World-Order 
or Downfall?” and appeared in six consecu- 
tive issues of The Listener, commencing 
12th November, 1930 (issue no. 96). 

In Part One of the series Arnold 
Toynbee introduced the subject of a World- 
Order and said that in 1930 everyone was 
talking about it (or at least — he liked to 
think so!). This is how the arrogant Professor 
began: 

“ . . I need not explain or apologise 
for this question of ‘World-Order or Down- 
fall’ which I am going to raise. It is a question 
that is in everybody’s mind nowadays; and it 
touches the lives of every man, woman and 
child alive at this moment. It matters to us 
in a very simple and direct way. It is a 
question of money and lives. Not of ‘our 
money or our lives’ but of ‘our money and 
our lives’: for we shall lose both together if 
we fail to establish a world-order now.” 

In Part Three, Toynbee, who posed as 
the ‘“‘man in the street’’, attacked national 
and racial pride in typical internationalist 
fashion. He wrote: 

“Nationalism divides the political affec- 
tions and loyalties of mankind, which ought 
to be given to mankind as a whole. into sixty 
or seventy local, tribal loyalties and local, 
tribal affections. Besides that, Nationalism is 
an idolatrous religion...” 

He continued: 

“There is no force of evil so potent as 
a bad religion for bringing people to disaster; 
and it is because of this bad religion of 
Nationalism, this lie in the soul, that the 
young man in Mr. Max Beerbohm’s picture 
— the young man who stands for you and 
me — is confronted, in this twentieth century 
of the Christian era, by that terrible question 
‘World-Order or Downfall?’ ”’ 

In Part Four of the series Professor 
Toynbee threatened the world with another 
war if World Government is long delayed. He 
warned: “Is war going to be abolished by the 


voluntary establishment of a World-Order 
through common consent and agreement? 
Or is war going to be abolished by a ‘knock- 
out blow’?” That was written in 1930. Nine 
years later came the Second World War — 
“tthe knock-out blow’. In 1945 the United 
Nations was born, obviously the first major 
step to a One World State. 

Arnold Toynbee continued: 

“The abolition of war by the voluntary 
establishment of a World-Order is the way 
which we have been trying to follow during 
the past dozen years.”’ 

Who is the “we” referred to by 
Toynbee that is working to establish a One 
World tyranny? Obviously his colleagues at 
Chatham House and the parent body, the 
Round Table. 

Chatham House has always maintained 
that under its royal charter of 1926 it is 
forbidden to formulate its own policy. 
However, in the next couple of passages 
Arnold Toynbee admitted that a definite 
policy was being pursued. He confessed: 

““ . . there has never been a time in 
the history of any human society, so far as I 
know, when people have tried so hard, and 
so persistently, to establish a World-Order as 
we have been trying since the War... We 
have to persuade those old-fashioned swash- 
bucklers called sovereign states to give up 
wearing the sword of national armaments 
and come under the umbrella of a mutual 
insurance system — an international police.”’ 

So now you know how World Govern- 
ment is to be enforced — by an international 
police, presumably of various races with 
powers to arrest anyone, anywhere, at the 
dead of night! What is the United Nations 
rabble army if it is not an embryonic inter- 
national police force? 


LIFE IN UTOPIA 


In Part Six of the series the Professor 
detailed what life would be like in this man- 
made Utopia. He declared: 

“« |. the Great Powers in the Great 
Society could not be local forces. They 
could only be forces that were international 
in their character and worldwide in their 
operation. And that tells us, at once, what 
the Great Powers of the future will be. 
Instead of being national states, they will be 
international churches and _ international 
businesses.” 

International churches and businesses? 
There already exists the subversively con- 
trolled World Council of Churches. And a 
great number of British companies have been 
taken over by multi-national combines. The 
present trend is centralisation in every 
sphere: amalagamation of businesses, mono- 
poly of credit, and the union of autonomous 
nations into federations. The aim is, in fact, 
the centralisation of policy: totalitarianism. 

After all this frightening talk of an 
international police force, disarmament in 
the face of Soviet aggression, destruction of 
the small businessman and unification of all 


religion, Arnold Toynbee attempted to 
soothe the worried reader with promises of a 
possible two-day working week, universal 
peace and happiness for all mankind. He 
added that. he thought it unlikely that 
national languages would be replaced by an 
international language. How merciful! 

This ‘Great Society’? (the words are 
Toynbee’s) would embrace: 

“|. . the whole of mankind and the 
whole habitable earth; states that have given 
up their sovereignty by renouncing war; 
civilisations that have given up their claim 
to be ‘Civilisations’ with a big C; races that 
have given up their claim to be the Chosen 
People.” 

The current Director of Chatham House 
might disagree with that last remark. He is 
Andrew Akiba Shonfield, a former Director 
of Studies. Shonfield, the son of a Rabbi, is 
a former economic editor of The Observer 
and the author of a bleeding heart study on 
world poverty. 

The Rockefeller, Ford and Carnegie 
foundations, who have long been planning 
for 1984, have granted considerable financial 
support to Chatham House in recent years. 
The 1946 Annual Report of the Rockefeller 
Foundation disclosed that it was committed 
to global conquest. It stated: 

“The challenge of the future is to 
make this world One World.” 

A large slice of these American funds 
has been used to promote race-mixing. The 
conspirators want a multi-racial society in 
Britain that will eventually lead to racial 
integration, genetic miscegenation and the 
eventual obliteration of the British race as 
an identifiable ethnic group. That way people 
will possess no racial or national pride; a 
nation made ready for enslavement in the 
future World Superstate. 

At first a Race Relations Department 
was set up at Chatham House to propagate 
the “benefits” of multi-racialism. Later, 
when Monty Woodhouse was Director he 
decided that it should be hived off into a 
separate institute. Thus, the Institute of 
Race Relations came into being. It is situated 
in Jermyn Street, just round the corner from 
Chatham House. The idea is to make it 
appear that the two institutes are indepen- 
dent of one another. 

The Institute of Race Relations has 
produced a large gang of race-mixing 
enthusiasts. For example, Mark Bonham 
Carter, vice-chairman and governor of the 
BBC, was amember of the Institute’s council 
from 1966—72. Carter, of course, is 
notorious for his race-mixing exploits as 
chairman of the Race Relations Board 
(1966—70) and chairman of the Community 
Relations Commission since 1971. 

The Institute of Race Relations is just 
one of the latest stunts to be pulled by the 
Round Table conspirators. Meanwhile, 
Chatham House attends to the business of 
divesting our once-great nation of its sover- 
eignty and handing over the title deeds to 
the projected World State run from Wall 
Street. 


ROD FARR 


The National Front in Wales 


TRADITIONALLY Wales has _ returned 
Labour elected representatives to West- 
minster with majorities of up to 20,000 plus, 
but all that has now finished. What is the 
National Front making of this opportunity? 
With the Liberal Party in disarray a Rhondda 
elector would never vote for the hated Con- 
servatives, so what is the National Front 
doing? Our Regional Policy encourages the 
equality of living standards and working 
conditions throughout the regions in Britain. 
Is not this policy flexible enough to broaden 
the base of bi-lingualism in Wales where at 
present only 25% of the population speak 
Welsh, as well as encourage the survival of 
a unique part of our common heritage? 

The current rise of Welsh separatism 
relates directly to a reduced effectiveness on 
the part of central Government, whose un- 
workable dictates blight all the nation, 
though it was voted in by a 38 per cent 
minority. Welsh political focus is now on 
Merthyr Tydfil Council, which has a Plaid 
Cymru majority and is having trouble 
delivering election promises. Having criticised 
Labour spending before the local elections 
in connection with environmental control, it 
is now faced with a problem which besets 
governments all over the world. Technical 
advisers are now warning the Council that a 
particular course of action is necessary 
which contradicts the pre-election posturing 
of the separatists. 

National Front activity is urgently 
needed in Wales now. New initiatives, new 
members. We must present ourselves as a 
viable alternative to Plaid Cymru in the light 
of the rapid disenchantment of thousands of 
Labour voters who, seeking a change, do not 
wish to see either Welsh separatism or its 
corollary, Welsh bankruptcy — financed, no 
doubt, by the eager Merchant Banker Sir 
Julian Hodge. 

Dr. Phil Williams, Plaid Cymru’s Chair- 
man, was kind enough to grant me an 
interview for five minutes just before he left 
to attend his party conference in Aberyst- 
wyth. During this time he tried to convince 
me that Socialists and Nationalists have 
amicably come together under the banner of 
the rampant Red Dragon. His recent trip to 


Libya where he met Col. Gadaffi and dis- 


cussed future co-operation was defended by 
reference to the biased London press! South 
Africa experiences a similar bias from the 
same source, yet the prospects of Plaid 
Cymru-South African co-operation were 
considered “very unlikely’. I came away 
from that meeting thinking Dr. Phil Williams 
is much more pleasant than the ‘nationalist’ 
party he represents. 

Our critics tell us the National Front 
is an English movement run by the English 
for the English. This notion is wrong on two 
counts: firstly, it is the only alternative in 


Wales to ‘London Labour’ who believe that 
one quarter of the World’s population are 
British Citizens who can come to Britain in 
their hundreds of thousands. The only black 
faces we want to see in the Valleys are those 
of Coal-Miners! Plaid Cymru ‘nationalists’, 
on the other hand, have the curious 
distinction of being anti-English but pro- 
Black! Above all, when the National Front 
shows the British electorate more sense of 
purpose and patriotism than the 635 gentle- 
men whom they have currently put in the 
House of Commons, then there will be less 
call for the fragmentation of the British 
Community. 

Although I am concerned about the 
preservation of the British way of life, 
Labour’s manipulation of Parliamentary pro- 
cedure in taking power away from Parliament 
and transferring it to the Executive gives 
cause for alarm, and a new look at demo- 
cracy as currently practised in this country 
is necessary. The proposed elected assemblies 
in Cardiff and Edinburgh gives undue weight 
to Wales and Scotland in relation to the 
regions in England, such as the North East 
and the West Midlands. What is needed in 
this country is some kind of forum for 
representatives of all the regions. In this 
way, less densely populated regjons will not 
be swamped by their more populous neigh- 
bours, while at the same time it draws the 
teeth of the devolution argument and moves 
away from the concept of local assemblies, 
which are the thin end of the separatist 
wedge. 

The National Front is a strong, modern 
party working for ALL the British people, 
including the Welsh, with no antiquated 
notions of Imperial obligations such as un- 
restricted immigration. In this modern age 
we are looking for compassion with common- 
sense. To me that means compassion for 
the British people as a whole, a concern for 
the local, regional and the unique, as well 
as common-sense in dealing with the great 
danger which faces all Britons in the shape 
of the mass coloured invasion. It is to the 
Welsh as much as anyone else that we must 
take our common-sense solution to this 
problem. Otherwise they too will find that, 
though they come as Immigrants, they stay 
as Conquerors. 


Show the Flag 


FLAGS, ROSETTES, 
POLES ETC. 
SEND STAMP FOR LIST 


W. BROWN, 20 SUTTON WAY, 
HESTON, MIDDX, TWS5 OJA 
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A RECENT issue of Spearhead contained an 
article in which the author argued with some 
skill and vehemence . that nationalism was 
not a major cause of wars. The opposite view 
is commonly heard expressed with equal 
vehemence, which suggests that wars may be 
caused by a variety of events and circum- 
stances in which nationalism may sometimes 
be the principal factor and at other times be 
a minor one — or altogether irrelevant. Let 
us examine this question by looking at the 
three major wars in this century in which 
Britain has been involved. 

When rich diamond fields were dis- 
covered in the silt of the Vaal River in 1869 
and after the additional discovery in 1886 of 
vast gold deposits on the Witwatersrand, the 
fate of the independent Boer republics was 
sealed. 

The British people were won over to 
generally enthusiastic support for war in 
1899 by the sedulous propagation of a 
myth. Within two years of the discovery of 
the diamond fields, more than ten thousand 
Uitlanders (foreigners) had poured into the 
area. The discovery of gold redoubled this 
flood of newcomers. These Ujitlanders were, 
in fact, a lawless band of seedy adventurers, 
speculators, and assorted ruffians from all 
over Europe, Australia, and the United 
States. And with them came also the usual 
hangers-on; the whores and pimps, the 
gamblers and saloon keepers. They proved 
a serious problem for the hard-working, 
sober, God-fearing Boers. But annexationist 
propaganda by the Cape Government and 
the British Colonial Office persuaded the 
British people that the Ujitlanders were 
sturdy British pioneers who were disenfran- 
chised and oppressed by the crude and 
barbarous Boers. The shooting of one of 
these ruffians by a Transvaal policeman was 
made the excuse to pour British forces into 
South Africa, and the war was on. 

The Boer War was fought, in reality, 
for the gold and diamond interests of the 
DeBeers, Barnatos, Beits, Oppenheimers, 
and Rothschilds. But British nationalist 
feelings were certainly exploited, cynically 
and mendaciously , to gain popular support. 


SUICIDAL WARS 


The so-called ‘First’? and “Second” 
World Wars were really one war, interrupted 
by a peace of exhaustion from 1918—1939. 
In this respect, and in others, the two phases 
together resemble the suicidal Pelopennesian 
War(s) of 431—404 B.C. The latter destroyed 
the primacy of Hellas in the classical world; 
the former destroyed European hegemony 
in the modern world. 

The period of warfare which began in 
1914 can  unhesitatingly be primarily 
ascribed to nationalism. South Slav, speci- 
fically Serbian, nationalism was a dynamic 
and obsessive force which propelled a half- 
savage little country on an intolerable course 
of sabotage, conspiracy, and assassination 
directed against the hodge-podge, ramshackle 
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NATIONALISM, WAR, 


AND RACE 


Hapsburg Empire — a polyglot, multi-racial 


entity whose crumbling cement was an anti- 


quated dynasticism. 

Austria-Hungary, with its Slavic, 
Italian, and Rumanian elements, was a fossil 
left over from the pre-French-Revolutionary 
Ancien Régime — the ghost of the ghost of 
the Holy Roman Empire. Russian Panslavism, 
as much racial as national, turned a local 
Austrian punitive expedition into a European 
war. But Russia was financed and egged on 
by France. French nationalism seized the 
opportunity to reverse the verdict of 1871, 
to “recover” the provinces of Alsace and 
Lothringen, and to punish Germany for 
having displaced France from the position of 
cock-nation in Europe. 

In the early years of the twentieth 
century, British war-fever was whipped up 
by John Bull, by the sensationalist Harms- 
worth newspapers, and by men like Admiral 
“Jacky” Fisher, the First Sea Lord, who 
proposed, in peacetime, attacking and sinking 
the German fleet in harbour. He called it 
““Copenhagen-ing’’. This, be it noted, in 
peacetime and against a Power with which 
Britain had never been at war and which, 
for that matter, has never yet begun a war 
against Britain. 

There was, in fact, a great deal of this 
sort of thing and the British public was 
aroused into an unnatural and unnecessary 
anti-German frenzy. The history, especially 
since 1864, of teutonophobia in Britain is a 
tragic tale. Queen Victoria and the Prince 
Consort struggled in vain against it, referring 
always to Germany as “our natural ally”’. 
But Victoria’s heir, the stupid ‘‘Bertie’’, who 
loathed his parents and loved the Parisian 
fleshpots, and whose personal debts were 
always readily met by his coterie of the 
socially ambitious (those fine old English 
“‘zhentlemenz’’, Baron Hirsch, Sir Ernest 
Cassell, and assorted ennobled Rothschilds), 
played a large part in establishing the fatal 
Entente Cordiale which shackled Britain to 
the revanche-ism of France. 

After 1918, witha starving population, 
the abdication of the Kaiser, mutiny in the 
German navy, and the collapse of all three of 
her allies, the new regime in Germany 
pinned its hopes on a peace treaty which 
would be negotiated on the basis of President 
Wilson’s famous Fourteen Points. But at 
Versailles, in 1919, there was to be no 
negotiation. The German plenipotentiaries 
were simply told to sign the terms on which 
the victors had agreed among themselves or 
the whole of Germany would be occupied 
and the territory, population and assets be at 
the disposal of the Allies. 

The democratic Weimar Republic tried, 


and failed, over the next fourteen years to 
induce and persuade the victors to mitigate 
the harshness of the treaty and to rescind 
the humiliating clause which forced Germany 
to accept sole guilt for the war. Germans of 
all shades of political opinion regarded this 
last clause as an intolerable lie, and there 
were many private individuals in the West — 
historians, writers, and politicians — who 
agreed. 

In 1933, the economic and spiritual 
crises brought the National Socialists to 
power. Once the carefully and sedulously 
disseminated myth of “‘Hitler’s insane goal 
of World Conquest”’ is seen for the nonsense 
it is, the real issues emerge. German foreign 
policy was no longer to be conducted from 
a position of utter weakness and futility. It 
was very properly directed towards nullifi- 
cation of the more brutally punitive clauses 
of the “Carthaginian” verdict of Versailles. 
Furthermore, the process of the unification 
of Germany which was left incomplete in 
the nineteenth century was now a realisable 
possibility. 


POLISH INTRANSIGENCE 


By 1939, these goals had all been 
achieved, with the sole exception of the 
Polish Corridor question — a monstrous 
caesura which bifurcated Germany for the 
benefit of the new state of Poland. The Poles, 
given a foolish guarantee by Prime Minister 
Chamberlain which could not be imple- 
mented, were intransigent and refused to 
negotiate at all. Germany, perhaps unwisely, 
sought to break the deadlock with a limited 
military solution. 

Neville Chamberlain was a man who 
genuinely had sought peace and just solutions 
to the inequities of Versailles. He generally 
deserves better of history than he has 
received. But by September 1939, he had 
painted himself into a diplomatic corner, 
and it would have taken a much stronger 
man to have resisted the clamour for war 
which special interests in Britain and in 
certain circles in the United States had been 
fostering. 

But while nationalism certainly entered 
into the Polish-German dispute, as it did 
later in the Russo-German war, there was a 
much more profound factor involved — a 
racial one. It was the resumption of an age- 
old conflict of ‘““Teuton and Slav’’. A similar 
racial factor was a major component of the 
war between the Anglo-Saxon Powers and 
the Japanese — as anyone who remembers 
the ‘‘little-yellow-monkeys”’ type of propa- 
ganda can attest. 


As for the European war, a new vision 
of the realities of that conflict is compre- 
hensible if we understand that the ideology 
of Nazi Germany was fundamentally not 
national but racial; and this despite the 
official name of the party. This, too, in some 
measure explains the large volunteer contin- 
gents from Scandinavia, Holland, Belgium, 
France and the Baltic states, which fought 
alongside the German army in Russia. 

The great, internationally-renowned 
anthropologist, the late Sir Arthur Keith, 
showed in his book, A New Theory of 
Human Evolution, that racialism is a naturally 
evolved biological manifestation. National- 
ism, on the other hand, is to some extent an 
artificial and accidental sentiment whose 
hold on men’s souls is only really effective 
when there is a strong racial basis for it. 
Hence the constantly repeated lessons of 
history that multiracial or polylingual 
political entities always, eventually, tear 
themselves apart with centrifugal forces. 


OUR UNIQUE NATIONALISM 


Modern nationalism is a product. of 
the French Revolution which substituted it 
for the dynastic loyalties of the Ancien 
Regime. British, or perhaps one should say 
“English’’, nationalism is almost unique in 
dating back to the Tudors. Napoleonic 
imperialism met its downfall through the 
counter-nationalism it finally evoked among 
the conquered peoples. This is not to deny 
the vital part played by Britain on the seas, 
in the Peninsula, and, together with the 
Prussians, at Waterloo. But all Britain’s 
wealth and power and dogged determination 
could not have tumbled the Bonapartes if 
Europe had been willing to submerge itself 
in a supra-national empire. 

What then is nationalism? Clearly, few 
men fail to feel a deep affection for their 
familiar landscapes and for the local folk 
whom they know and understand and with 
whom they share much in common. But for 
most men, through most of history, this 
landscape is a matter of a few square miles, 
and his familiar friends and neighbours a few 
hundred people. Even the smaller nations 
are mostly terra incognita for their citizens. 
And even the highly mobile Americans are 
known to wax sentimental at times about 
their “hometowns’’. 

Few Englishmen of any sensibility can 
fail to be deeply moved by the beauty of 
England — at least where other Englishmen 
have not erected ‘“‘dark, Satanic mills’, 
industrial slums, or vulgar suburbs. Few 
cannot respond to the dream-like sense of 
abiding history in Puck of Pook’s Hill, or a 
poem like Rupert Brooke’s Granchester. 
Who does not thrill — not to the historic 
Henry V — but to Shakespeare’s dramatic 
myth and exalting language? But do we not 
also thrill to the story of the Texans at the 
Alamo, the Spartans at Thermopylae, or 
even Constantine XI  Paleologus and _ his 
handful of soldiers on the walls of Constanti- 
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nople in 1453? Wherever, in fact, “our 
people have defended us against barbarism, 
subhumanity, or the utterly alien. 

Nationalism, therefore, is only really 
credible as a composite of racial feeling, 
myth, and the natural affection of men for 
their roots in a familiar landscape. The 
deepest and most natural of such instincts 
is the inner spiritual sense of kinship. This 
writer fought for Britain from 1939 to 1945, 
but hardly, as he now knows, in truly British 
interests. His racial identity extends to other 
Britons and to Dutchmen, Germans, Danes, 
and other Scandinavians — and to those 
people and areas whence many centuries ago 
his own ancestors came. It does not extend 
to the offspring of Pakistani or Jamaican 
immigrants, nor to those of earlier exotic 
arrivals. 


“WHITE” A MISLEADING TERM 


“White”, however, is a_ singularly 
imprecise and misleading term for our race. 
What is under ferocious attack today is 
Northwest European man — in Europe, 
America, Southern Africa, and Australasia 
— and all the culture, art, civilisation and 
values which are peculiarly his creation. It 
is the defence of these, and of our racial- 
genetic integrity, which demands every 
ounce of our loyalty and every minim of our 
blood. Of couse, there are differences among 
Scandinavians, Germans, Englishmen, and 
Dutchmen. There are quite recognisable 
differences between Yorkshiremen and men 
of Devon. But these interesting and useful 
local variations are insignificant beside the 
vast abyss of natural and implacable hostility 


which separates us all from the coloured and 
semi-coloured world. 

Intervarietal hostility is a fact of 
nature, not a matter of moral turpitude. It is 
observable in all species which have sub- 
divided into several subspecies. Miscegen- 
ation, the interbreeding of varieties, is a 
retrograde step, retrogression towards a 
more primitive ancestral stock. Thus there 
is in human races.a powerful instinct for the 
preservation of racial integrity. Our own race 
alone has been made the victim of intense 
and prolonged propaganda to make this 
instinct a thing of guilt — furtive and 
shameful. 

Some tribal religions, notably Shinto 
and Judaism, strengthen and support the 
integrity of the group, but the oecumenical 
religions — with their focus on a putative’ 
hereafter, their contempt for the things of 
this world, and their racial egalitarianism in 
the face of a universal Father — have abetted 
the deliberate attack on us by the dedicated 
enemies of our race. It is the supreme 
trahison des clercs. The recent pronounce- 
ments of the Archbishop of Canterbury 
against “‘racialism” are a perfect example of 
this. 

What is desperately needed to be taught 
is respect for and understanding of the Life- 
promoting instincts, and scorn for the 
purveyors of a diseased “guilt”. We must 
finally free ourselves of the legacy of 
adolescent, eighteenth-century rationalistic 
hubris which, itself, is the secular derivative 
of oecumenical religion and the source of 
both democratic and Marxist millenarianism. 

“Race,” as Disraeli said — and who 
should know better? — “‘s all.” 


How to obtain SPEARHEAD 


Spearhead is available from our office to those who wish to ensure obtaining copies for 
themselves every month and to those who wish to obtain quantities for redistribution. 

Those wishing for copies for themselves each month should take out a subscription by 
filling in the form below and sending it to us with a cheque or postal order for the amount 


applicabie. 


IF OVERSEAS, SEALED OR UNSEALED 


SURFACE MAIL OR AIR MAIL 


RATES (12 issues): 


British Isles: 
Overseas surface mail: 


£2.58. 

£2.52 unsealed 

£4.68 sealed 

Overseas air mail: 
(unsealed) 


Far East 


£4.74 Canada, U.S.A., S. America, 
Africa, Middle East 
£5.34 Australia, New Zealand, 


Discounts can be obtained 
for bulk purchases as follows: — 


20—49 copies: 
50—99 copies: 
100—249 copies: 
250 copies and 
over: 


11p each 
9p each 
8p each 


6p each 


PLEASE NOTE: These overseas rates apply as above if remittance is by international money 
order; if remittance is by cheque an additional charge of 25p applies, as our bankers require this 
as commission for the handling of all foreign cheques. 


All cheques or postal orders should be made out to Spearhead and sent to: 91 Connaught Road, 
Teddington, Middlesex. 
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SIR: In view of the special exemption 
granted to Sikhs allowing them to wear 
turbans on motorcycles, I thought Spearhead 
might be interested in another disgraceful 
privilege offered immigrants by the Govern- 
ment. 

Under the new Child Benefit scheme 
recently announced by the government, 
child tax allowances to the husband are to 
be reduced and be replaced by a cash allow- 
ance to the mother, except, that is, in the 
case of immigrants. Buriqd i in the small print 
of the legislation is an exemption for coloured 
immigrants who are at present claiming child 
allowance in respect of a family living in, 
say, India. A cash benefit cannot be paid to 
an overseas mother, because in the vast 
majority of cases, these families are com- 
pletely fictitious. Therefore, instead of 
making the child allowance claimant prove 
that he has dependants in India to whom the 
cash allowance can be paid, the Government 
is relieving itself of the bother and allowing 
immigrants to continue claiming the old, 
higher child allowance! The whole system of 
giving child allowances to black taxpayers in 
respect of overseas children is an outrage, 
but this adds insult to injury. 

P. J. LINDSAY, 
Aylesford, Kent. 


SIR: I write at a time when pressure is being 
brought upon members and supporters of 
the National Front who are members of Her 
Majesty’s Prison Service. In Strangeways, 
even the wearing of a small Union Jack tie- 
pin by prison officers has been banned. 

One thing that the first National Front 
Government must do is to ensure that the 
Prison Service is run as a separate depart- 
ment, as in the old Prison Commission days, 
and is divorced from the Home Office with 
all its pin-striped, pen pushing, paper 
shuffling, self-appointed authorities on 
prison life, that foul up the workings of the 
department at the moment. Our first Govern- 
ment must ensure a greater immunity for 
prisons from the host of pressure groups 
that have had such a disastrous effect on 
criminality in the past 20 years. 

C. J. THORNTON, 
Manchester 8. 
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SIR: May I draw your attention to the 
present absurd legislation which bars many 
full-blooded Britons from living in their racial 
homeland, while admitting thousands of 
aliens who do not carry a drop of British 
blood in their veins! 

The facts of my wife’s case are as 
follows: 
1. She has not a drop of any other blood 
but British. 
2. Her father is British. (He changed to a 
S.A. passport, but can claim a U.K. passport 
any time). 
3. Her grandfathers and grandmothers 
were all British. 
4. Her brother is British (he was born in 
the U.K.). 
5. Her son is British (born here last 
month). 
6. Her aunt is British; BUT because my 
wife’s father was born in India, she is not 
entitled to a British passport! 

There is a further interesting twist: 

My wife’s paternal grandfather, Major 
R. T. K. Hodge, was an officer in His 
Majesty’s Regular Army (Duke of Cornwall’s 
Light Infantry) and was stationed in India at 
the instance of the (then) British Govern- 


published in the Mansfield Free Press. 


LETTER OF THE MONTH 


Spearhead publishes the best letter to the press on National Front policy every 
month. Send your cutting to us not later than the 15th of the previous month. 
You could win a £1 Nationalist Books voucher. This month's winner (below) was 


WRITER WAS 


ment. 

As my wife’s father was born in India 
in 1916 at the height of World War I, it would 
have clearly been impossible for my wife’s 
grandmother to return to the U.K. for the 
birth of my wife’s father, even if she had 
wished to do so. 

If my wife’s passport application is’ 
refused on the grounds that her father was 
born in India, it would mean that her grand- 
father would be penalised (through the denial 
of the citizenship rights of his descendants) 
for serving his King and country abroad — 
clearly an absurdity! 

DAVID OVERTON, 
Colchester, Essex. 


SIR: I am nine. When I am sixteen I am 
going to join the NATIONAL FRONT, like 
my mum and dad, because I believe in what 
they say. My brother and sister are going to 
join too, because they think it is very good. 
We had a lesson at my school about race, but 
I told my dad and he phoned the headmaster 
and told him, so we do not have a lesson any 
more. NF Puts Britain First. 

LOUISE HOLDEN, 

New Eltham, S.E.9. 


I must reply to Mr. 
Howard's jll-intormed letter 
attacking the policies of the 
‘National : Front. ef com- 
plains that a leaflet dis- 


tributed by. our members: 


uses the same arguments as 
Hitler and blames blacks and 
Communists instead of “in- 
ternational corporations and 
speculators who make money 
ch play ying the Stock Ex- 
a t is a pity that 
foward did not fill in 

the form on his leaflet re- 
— more information 
ut the National Front. 


Here he would have -found: 


that National Front policies 
are directed against those 


very international corpora-, 
tions and speculators whom’ 


he decries so much, the 
former because they take 
profits from the _ British 
— , and the latter- be-; 
ney pulat inflation, 
ulation of 1 of the 

aah ds. Just bees 
we. advocate ‘patriotic 
nationalist solutions to Brit- 
ain’s problems does not 


ILL-INFORMED 


make us “Fascists.” 

The “Fascist”. smear is 
very useful to the Labour 
Party at the moment as they 
know, witness their con- 
fession to this effect at the 
Labour Party conference, 
that the support for the 
National Front is coming 
mainly from former Labour 
supporters who are sick and 
tired’ of Labour’s endless 
capitulation to the demands 
of the international finance 
community.. They are also 
sick tired of Britain being 
flooded with surplus popula- 
tion of Afro-Asian countries 
against the will of the British 
people. 

Yes, we do make a great 


‘peopl 4 


Yee 

helps them wake up to ioe 

grievances such ag the diz 
aster of the Common Market, 
the softness of the law to- 
wards cri s, and the lack 
of concern of fhe Govern- 
ment about the thousands of 


hemeless and millions - un- 
employed. 

As Mr. Howard points out, 
Mansfield has a of 
brabiesns “— thout 
more be ing int d upon it 
However, it is veins a matter 
of time before Mansfield 
too, has a colour problem of 
its own, as the black 
ghettoes of Nottingham are 

lied down and their in- 

abitants dispersed. Mr. 
Howard can rave about 
racial harmony to his heart’s 
content, but if he would only 
read the ca papers about 
1onaors be ghettoes a 

their horr rrifying stories. 
muggi imidation: of 
whites 4 blacks, he might 
start worrying about a real 
problem, namely, how long 
will it be before it starts to 
happen here? 


‘COLIN. 


A ’ 
Mansfield and halrman, 
Group, Hapone) 

ont. 


MARTIN WEBSTER 


Trouble shooting 


More unpleasantness 


It seems that my revelations about the 
crazy carryings on in the National Party 
splinter group have hit a few sensitive spots. 
Within a few days of the appearance of the 
last issue of Spearhead an ‘anonymous’ 
photocopied bulletin from a “Webster Must 
GO Committee’’ was winging its way to 
persons who are, or were at the time of the 
NP split, NF Organisers, and many others. 

According to the authors of the 
document, Gordon ‘Brown’, Richard Lawson 
and the Gypsy Horse Dealer (Read), I have a 
sexual lifestyle that would make the inhabi- 
tants of the Cities of the Plain drool with 
envy; I draw an enormous income by 
plundering NF funds shamelessly; and dis- 
organise miserable fiascos such as the recent 
NF Remembrance Day parade. I am also, as 
everybody knows, monstrously rude to 
everybody. 

Everybody I spoke to who got a copy 
thoroughly enjoyed it, as I did. The authors 
promise further bulletins. If you want to be 
on their mailing list then write to Zimmer- 
man’s Antiques Warehouse (for address, see 
Purley telephone directory). 

On a more serious topic, the Populists 
of the NP — especially but not only the 
Racial Marxist wing — do their best to 
insinuate that the “NF is a Tory outfit” and 
that they are the “true radical Nationalists”’. 
The Gypsy Horse Dealer suggested in the 
.NP’s Autumn 1976 bulletin that the NF’s 
campaign to get hundreds of candidates in 
the field for the next General Election was 
being sponsored by the Conservative Party 
to the tune of hundreds of thousands of 
pounds! 


Roy’s back! 


I wonder how they reconcile this line 
with the case of Mr. Roy Painter? Earlier 
this year Roy — formerly the Conservative 
Party candidate for Tottenham and a one- 
time leading light of the Working Classes 
department of the Monday Club — was 
thought to have dropped out of the NP. He 
got elected to the NP Executive (but then 
nearly the whole splinter group’s member- 
ship did) but did not manage to get elected 
as either Chairman or Deputy-Chairman of 
the party. (Such ingratitude! Don’t these 
people recognise a bit of quality when they 
see it?) 

Following this disappointment, poor 
Roy was laid up with a spot of heart trouble. 
Illness and the ingrates of the NP did not 
have the effect of Roy giving up politics and 
denying his services to the nation in its 
hour of need. No — like the true radical 
Nationalist that he is he contacted this 


Summer his old chum George Young 
(Director, Kleinwort, Benson (Europe) Ltd. 
and a big noise in the Brent Conservative 
Party) and asked if he could re-join the 
Conservative Party via the Brent Association 

. a strange procedure as Roy lives in a 
luxury mansion complete with tasteful gold 
taps in Southgate Constituency. 

Kindly George Young, ever eager to 
welcome Prodigal Sons, readily agreed and 
Roy sent off a handsome cheque for £5. At 
the same time he wrote a crawling letter to 
the Chairman of the Monday Club begging 
re-admittance. 

All this happened, you might like to 
know, just after the NP Executive, of which 
Roy was and is still a member, passed a 
unanimous resolution, later communicated 
to all NP members via bulletin, that no NP 
members could hold membership of any 
other political party which nominated 
candidates in elections in competition with 
NP candidates. The penalty for those who 
break this rule is expulsion from the NP. 

This rule was, of course, aimed at half- 
hearted NP members who might be tempted 
to put a foot in the NF camp. But surely the 
radical Nationalist elite of the NP Executive 
regard the Conservative Party as (a) a com- 
petitor party and (b) as at least as big a 
danger to the White Working Class as the 
National Front? 

If so, how can they tolerate a 
member of the Conservative Party, a former 
Tory Parliamentary candidate, an associate 
of pro-Common Market merchant bankers 
and a living example of what abundant use 
of Aramis grooming products can do for a 
man, to sit on their ruling body? I am quite 
sure that Roy will have toid Comrades Lobb, 
Lawson, McCalden and Pirie of his renewed 
Tory Party connection. 

Surely they have not abandoned their 
strict anti-capitalist principles and made an 
exception for Roy just in the hope that Roy 
might help ‘Brown’ to bail out the NP 
financially? That, surely, is the classic way in 
which radical parties get “bought out’’? 

All we do know is that Roy was at a 
small gathering in Birmingham a few weeks 
before Christmas, along with the G.H.D., 
where it was announced that NP Executive 
Member Joan Sandland was to be put 
forward as the NP’s candidate to stand 
against NF candidate Andrew Brons in the 
forthcoming Stechford by-election. (The 
nomination was rumoured to be going to the 
NP’s Birmingham organiser Tom Finnegan — 
who left the NF in Birmingham £600 in debt, 
to say nothing of an aborted social club — 
but after the pathetic NP result at Walsall 
North Tom did not take up his option despite 


considerable pressure, and gallantly allowed 
Joan Sandland to carry the can). 


Statesmanlike stature 


Why has Roy decided to become so 
active in the NP’s affairs after his earlier 
rebuffs and disappointments? Well anybody 
who knows him will realise that if there is 
one thing Roy Painter wants (and if you ask 
him he’ll tell you) even more than a pair of 
Gucci built-up shoes is to be Chair- 
man of a political party — almost any 
political party. At a pinch, the NP will do. 
Could it be that Roy has figured that certain 
current legal proceedings or bad TV publicity 
involving the G.H.D. might inhibit the 
G.H.D. to some extent from fulfilling his 
leading role and that such an unfortunate 
situation might compel the NP Executive to 
cast about for a new leader — a man of 
stature . . . a man who the media and the 
membership would recognise as a credible 
leader figure, a serious politician and a 
statesman .. . all the things, in fact, that 
Martin Walker of The Guardian used to say 
that Roy Painter was? 

Such a thought might well pass through 
the mind of such a Man of Destiny. How 
well I remember the elan with which Roy 
attempted to secure the leadership of the 
National Front at the annual meeting of the 
Directorate held in Manchester in 1974. 

After months in which his pal Martin 
Walker had stirred up (or so he thought) 
dislike for John Tyndall as NF Chairman and 
admiration for Roy Painter’s ‘“‘political 
appeal’, Roy set off for Manchester full of 
confidence, dressed like a Tory Cabinet 
Minister down to the last velvet collar, riding 
in a chauffeur-driven Rolls Royce. I was 
terribly impressed. 

Unfortunately for Roy the chalice of 
Chairmanship (even of Deputy-Chairmanship) 
was rudely dashed from his lips. Later Roy 
put in to NF Head Office a demand for half 
the cost of the Rolls and Chauffeur he had 
hired for the occasion. 

As I close this commentary for the 
time being, it is perhaps an opportune time 
for us to speculate why a certain Blackburn 
personage saw fit to go home and smash up 
his house recently. Could such unbalanced 
conduct have anything to do with the reason 
why Blackburn NP organiser Bob Horman 
suddenly resigned from the NP and why NF 
Head Office shortly after the incident in 
question received a flood of more than 40 
membership applications from _ recently 
resigned members of Blackburn NP Branch? 

Watch out for the next ‘‘Webster Must 
GO Committee” bulletin. 
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WORKERS BACK N.F. 
TRADE UNIONISTS 


TRADE UNION officials of the TGWU at a 
major Dagenham factory staunchly defended 
NF member Ian Newport, a shop steward at 
the factory, from attacks by Communists 
recently. It was a further example of 
workers’ support for the National Front and 
a rejection of the anti-British policies of the 
Red minority which claims to represent 
them. 

Mr. Newport, Organiser of the NF’s 
Barking Branch, had been elected as a shop 
steward at Telephone Cables Ltd., Chequers 
Lane — and immediately International 
Socialists began a campaign to get him sacked 
from the post. Leaflets were distributed 
showing him selling National Front News in 
front of a superimposed swastika. “The next 
step of the campaign,” screamed the leaflet, 
“is to have Newport removed from the 
factory. The management must be forced to 
sack him.” 

Workers quickly rallied to his support, 
and the chairman of the Shop Stewards’ 
Committee declared: ‘‘We are totally satisfied 
with his election.’ So much for the so-called 
‘Dagenham Trade Unionists Against the 
National Front’, the I.S. front responsible 


for the campaign! 
Mr. Newport told the local newspaper: 
“Some militant blacks also took a petition 


round trying to get rid of me as shop steward, 


but the white blokes voted me back.” 

The case at Dagenham followed soon 
after that of TGWU member Tom Holmes, 
NF Organiser in Great Yarmouth, who, as 
reported in WF News, received the support 
of his Union Branch after a red-inspired 
attempt to get him sacked from his position 
as a delegate to the local Trades Council. 


BRISTOL 


The latest example of red bullying 
comes from Bristol, where the Communist- 
dominated Trades Council (which has already 
persuaded the City Council to ban NF 
meetings) are trying to get rid of Bristol NF 
Chairman and Trades Council delegate Philip 
Gannaway — again! Mr. Gannaway,a delegate 
for his Union, the EETPU, committed the 
heinous crime of being the only delegate on 
the Council to vote against the setting up of 
a local “‘anti-racist’’ committee. 

“I am a racist,” said Mr. Gannaway, “‘I 


make no apology for that.” He expects the 
full support of his local Union Branch. 


IAN NEWPORT 
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J.T. Speaks to East End Voters 


JOHN TYNDALL, Chair- 
man of the National Front, 
spoke last month to a 
packed meeting in the East 
End’s Hoxton Market, 
where he has been adopted 
by Hackney Branch as the 
NF’s Parliamentary candi- 
date for Hackney South & 
Shoreditch at the next 
General Election. So ter- 
rified are the local reds of 
support for the National 
Front in Hackney that 
local Labour party officials 
have begged Tory and 
Liberal candidates to stand 
down so that they can fight 
the NF on their own and 
avoid splitting the anti-NF 
vote! 


Photo: 
Hackney News Service 


AWN N.F. PORTRAIT 


Don South: Regional Organiser 


AS THE National Front continues to grow 
in strength up and down the country, the 
organisation of the party devolves increasingly 
upon the Regions, and in particular on the 
key man in the region, the Regional Agent, 
whose importance in the party will develop 
even more as the NF expands. The Regional 
Agent, acting through the local Regional 
Council, has a post of great responsibility, 
for it is his job to relieve the central burden 
on Head Office by making the whole Region 
organisationally autonomous and self-reliant, 
particularly in the field of elections, the 
establishment of new units of the party, as 
well as in co-ordinating the Region’s contri- 
bution to national activities. 

Don South, Regional Agent for East 
London and Essex, is a man who has proved 
himself in this most important post in the 
National Front. For his outstanding contri- 
bution to the growth of the NF as Regional 
Agent since he was elected to the post in 
January of last year, he was awarded the NF 
Gold Badge at the 1976 A.G.M. 

Don joined the NF in July 1974, and 
was elected Organiser of the Walthamstow 
Group in August. From then on he showed 
his flair for organisation in developing the 
party in that area of East London. In October 
1974, he managed the Parliamentary cam- 
paign for the Walthamstow constituency in 
the General Election; the following year, the 
Walthamstow, Leyton and Chingford Groups 
were merged to form the Waltham Forest 
Branch, of which Don was elected Organiser. 
He had soon built up the Branch into one of 
the best in the country, at that time taking 
1,000 newspapers per month and organising 
profit-making activities and socials. 

Since becoming Regional Agent for 
East London at the beginning of last year, 
Don South has played a major role in the 
spectacular growth and success of the NF 
that year. Following the ‘split’, he reformed 
the Newham Branch, which is now thriving 
again and in capable hands, and developed 
the new Basildon Group by managing their 
Council election campaign in May 1976. 

Don’s main contribution to the ad- 
vances made in 1976, however, was his 
management of the actual groundwork in 
the successful Parliamentary by-election at 
Thurrock in July. Here was a case where the 
National Directorate and Head Office could 
confidently delegate great responsibility to 
the Regional Agent in the knowledge that 
the work would be done efficiently and well. 
Immediately after the election, Don called 
together his Organisers and the new recruits 
won during that campaign to a meeting, and 
formed the new Thurrock Group. 

It has been under Don South’s aegis 
that East London alone now sells the largest 
number of copies of National Front News of 


DON SOUTH 


any other Region in relation to its size — 
4,000 copies per month. The organisation of 
this increased paper-selling has resulted in 
the now famous sales in Brick Lane Market, 
East London, where over 1,000 copies are 
sold to the public in a single morning. It is 
with sales like this that the NF, for the first 
time, has been confident of getting its 
message across in a newspaper to the public 
as a whole, well beyond purely an NF 
readership. 

In September of last year, it was Don 
South who organised the campaign, in 
conjunction with local residents, against the 
proposed mosque in Leyton, a campaign 
which drew the objections of the white 
majority to the attention of both the local 
and national press. 

All this work would not have been 
possible, says Don, without a wife and 
children who are 100 per cent dedicated to 
the National Front. At the Thurrock by- 
election, his children, Lisa, 8, Michael, 10, 
Susan, 13, Jane, 15 and Shona, 19, stayed 
up until 4 a.m. to get the envelopes in the 
post the next morning. Don’s wife and 
children have worked loyally on all local 
election campaigns and attended many 
marches. At the Waltham Forst council by- 
election in December last year, in which 
Don himself came third with 11.3% (beating 
the Liberals of course), his wife Doreen took 
home the whole of the leaflet team, dried 
them out after a soaking in torrential rain, 
gave them all a meal and got them out 
leafletting again! That’s NF-style dedication! 

As a result of Don’s proven abilities, 
particularly in the organisation of elections, 
the National Directorate has invited him to 
join the team which in the near future will 
form a new National Elections Department, 
to meet the electoral challenges of 1977 and 
beyond. 


HELP RON DAVISON 


Spearhead readers will already know 
of the case of NF stalwart Ron Davison. 
He was sentenced recently to 9 months’ 
imprisonment for defending NF Deputy- 
Chairman and Parliamentary candidate 
Andrew Fountaine from an attack by 
communists, and in the process assaulting 
what transpired to be a policeman dis- 
guised as a Communist. 

Ron Davison is a family man — and his 
family need your help. NF North London 
Region have already contributed £90.00, 
but little more has been donated. 

Please send your cheques or P.O.s, 
made out to ‘Wolverhampton NF Branch” 
and crossed “Ron Davison Appeal’, to: — 
Mr. Jack Eyre, 16 Ward Road, Goldthorne 
Park, Wolverhampton, Staffs. 

_ If you would like to write to Ron, write 
to:— D743 Davison, H.M. Prison, Sud- 
bury, Derby. 


Railwaymen! 


JOIN THE NATIONAL FRONT 
RAILWAYMEN’S ASSOCIATION 


Enquiries c/o NFRA, 91 Connaught Road, 
Teddington, Middlesex. 


ANTI-IMMIGRATION RALLY IN 
BIRMINGHAM — SAT. FEB. 26th — 


Remember the date, and keep it free. Full 
details of the rally will be announced in 
the Jan/Feb VF Members Bulletin. 

The rally will be in support of our 
candidate in the Stechford (Birmingham) 
by-election, Andrew Brons, who _ is 
currently being prosecuted by the Leeds 
Race Relations Board. 

Let’s have a BIG turn-out to give him 
our support! 


READ 


National Front News 


A broadsheet published monthly in 
support of the National Front. Sub- 
scriptions only for 5 copies or more. 
12 issues of 5 copies, £4.32. 


Reduced rates for bulk supplies given 
on request. Send 11%p for sample copy 
now. 


All patriots should read 


CANDOUR 


The British Views Letter 
founded by 
A. K. Chesterton 


Published by Candour 


Publishing Co. 
Forest House, Liss Forest, Hants. 
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PETER J. FLOYD 


A NATIONAL FRONT 
RAILWAYMEN'S 
ASSOCIATION 


THE NATIONAL Front Railwaymen’s 
Association has come into being for the 
same reasons as the National Front itself, 
that is, to promote the cause of Nationalism 
in Great Britain, and to combat the obnoxious 
rise of Communism. To thisend the N.F.R.A. 
seeks to eradicate the many ultra Left- 
wingers that abound within the rail Unions, 
and ultimately the entire Trade Union 
Movement. 

The N.F.R.A. is directed at those Trade 
Unionists employed by British Rail, the 
London Transport Executive and_ the 
National Carriers Ltd. who not only wish to 
see the Unions truly representing them, but 
also to be represented by men who honestly 
wish to ‘put Britain First”! 

We in the N.F.R.A. are also members 
of the National Front, but working on an 
industrial basis as well. The Nationalist feeling 
on British Rail runs very high indeed; in fact 
we believe it to be stronger here than perhaps 
any other industry. There is a general feeling 
of despondency among railwaymen who 
have borne witness to the industrial decline 
of the Railway in recent years, due to the 
long term effects of Nationalisation. Freight 
traffic has been prised onto our already 
overcrowded roads, whilst the long suffering 
commuter faces ever spiralling fare increases, 
not to mention lowering standards of 
efficiency and reliability. 

This general decline has been engineered 
by faceless government and Treasury bureau- 
crats, and supported by the ultra Left 
elements in the Unions, who cover their 
underhand activities by professing to “Stop 
the Cuts”. These people have no national 
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loyalties, neither do their interests know 
any national boundaries. How can one 
therefore expect them to care in the slightest 
about the livelihood of any British railman, 
or anyone else for that matter. 

It was this reason, among others, 
that prompted several NF members employed 
by British Rail to form the N.F.R.A. 

As expected, since its innovation, the 
N.F.R.A. has’ met with considerable 
opposition from the management of British 
Rail, and to a lesser degree (as yet!), the rail 
Unions. One of our first members was down- 
graded from a Guard to a general porter, for 
bad timekeeping due to domestic problems, 
whilst an Asian Guard who, on top of bad 
timekeeping, was also regularly drunk on 
duty — retained his job! 

Both the National Organiser, and the 
National Secretary of the N.F.R.A. have been 
interviewed by top railway Officials and told 
in no uncertain terms, to keep the NF off 
the Railway. However, as there is no rule or 
regulation forbidding this, the N.F.R.A. will 
not be silenced! 

The hypocrites in the Unions are 
forever crying about the plight of the working 
man, yet support unlimited immigration. 
Even the National Union of Railwaymen have 
as their motto: “Workers of the World 
Unite”, which originates from the mouth of 
that sewer Karl Marx! Meanwhile, the 
Associated Society of Loco Engineers and 
Firemen publishes a rag in which such Lefties 
as MP’s Frank Allaun and Sydney Bidwell 
are regular contributors — touching on such 
relevant Railway matters as Immigrants in 
squalor, Chile, smash the NF and *“fascism”’ 
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in Spain! 

The groundwork for the N.F.R.A. has 
been going on for over two years, and we 
now have firm foundations for the building 
up of a Nationalist industrial movement, to 
work within the Unions in order to support 
the NF when it comes to power. 

The various Branches of the N.F-R.A. 
so far established reach from London to the 
Midlands, and include Kings Cross, Euston, 
Willesden, Watford, Hemel Hempstead, 
Birmingham and Leeds. We now have a five 
man National Council, and have opened a 
bank account for the purpose of collecting 
enough funds to purchase printing plates for 
leaflets and stickers, etc. Our membership is 
also growing at a fast rate, with many more 
prospective enquiries coming in. This has 
been achieved in only three months with 
very little advertisement. 

In the near future we look forward to 
the first batch of our own policy leaflets, as 
with these we believe our membership will 
greatly expand, and then we can really get 
down to the job that we as nationalist Trade 
Unionists must do. 


SPEARHEAD FUND 


SPEARHEAD is not at the moment 
able to be self-supporting; it needs 
voluntary contributions over and 
above income from sales and sub- 


scriptions in order to meet running 
costs. 

Your help would be greatly 
appreciated. Please make out your 
postal orders or cheques to Spear- 
head, and send them to: 91 Con- 
naught Road, Teddington, Middx. 
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Spearhead extends its sincere thanks to 


the above anonymous donor, who has 
contributed so generously to our Fund 
since 1975. 


Printed and published by Albion Press, Teddington, Middlesex 


